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Public Opinion Hits High Spots

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. GEORGE H. BENDER

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, counfry
editors, like their city brothers, try to
keep their fingers on the pulse of the Na-
tion. Their views make news when they
are collected, digested, and published.
During the past week, a survey of a cross
section of the Nation's country editors
points to a most interesting series of
opinions.

On their list of the most important
questions before Congress, the big five
were:

First. Balance the budget.

Second. Reduce taxes after balancing
the budget.

Third. Work out a satisfactory farm
program.

Fourth. Cut Government spending
and waste.

Fifth. Strengthen the
fenses.

These conclusions point to the empha-
sis on domestic problems with a de-
emphasis upon the major issues of for=-
eign affairs. Big city editors devote a
great deal of their attention to problems
in the field of foreign aid, the European
Defense Community, NATO, the United
Nations, and our foreign policy. Signifi-
cant reaction to this difference of view-
point came in response to questions deal-
ing with the proposal to share our atomic
knowledge with our allies. Many a
country editor replied, “How can we be

Nation's de-
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sure who our allies will be tomorrow
morning?”’

Congress will take a good look at these
opinions, They are worth remembering.

Korean Free Enterprise Plan Should be
Studied

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. PAUL W. SHAFER

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. SHAFER. Mr, Speaker, the sum
of more than $600 million, almost wholly
derived from the taxpayers of the United
States, is about to be expended for the
relief and rehabilitation of the Republic
of Korea.

I am reliably informed that except for
relief expenditures, this vast sum will be
used to consolidate the existing monopo-
listic government ownership of industry
and commerce in Korea, and that there
are no funds provided for the use and
development of private industry.

I have introduced House Concurrent
Resolution 219 which is aimed to bring
present and future Korean expenditures
into line with the basic principles of pri-
vate enterprise upon which America has
been built.

The resolution follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense
of the House and Senate that the unex-
pended funds, together with all future funds
appropriated for rehabilitation of the na-
tional economy of the Repubuc of Korea, be
so expended as to create in sald Republic a
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national economy based upon rights of pri-
vate property and free, competitive enter-
prise; and that no further funds from said
appropriations be directly or indirectly ex-
pended, to continue the present socialized
status and the monopolistic, government
ownership of Eorean industries.

Make Our Highways Safe
EXTENSION OF REMARES

HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 22, 1954

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I am in«
troducing a bill to allow States to require
that out-of-State motor vehicles and the
operators of such vehicles comply with
certain minimum requirements relating
to inspections and insurance while within
their borders.

If this proposal is enacted, the Con-
gress would consent to legislation being
enacted by any State which would pe-
nalize, prohibit, or discourage operation
within its borders of any motor vehicle
owned by a person residing in another
State who has not complied with that
State’s minimum requirements as to in-
surance, inspection, and safe mainte-
nance requirements. This is to apply to
temporary operation within or through
the State. It does not affect a State’s
requirements as to residents’ licenses,
nor does it attempt to regulate interstate
commerce or license fees in connection
therewith.

It is believed this legislation would
greatly decrease traffic accidents and
provide greater safety on highways
throughout the Nation.

SENATE

TuespAy, MarcH 23, 1954

(Legislative day of Monday, March 1,
1954)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D, D., offered the following
prayer:

O Thou great companion of our souls,
grant unto us, O Lord, the spirit of un=
derstanding, of discernment, and of fair
dealing, As those who here represent
the people of the Nation give their
minds and hearts to the needs of the
Commonwealth; save them from preju=-
dices, from half truths, and from all at-
titudes colored by the clamor of the
few. May their actions and decisions
be determined by the sense of divine
destiny as our Republic now plays its
part as the prepared instrument of Thy
providence in all the earth. If in the
discharge of public duty men speak well
of us, may we not be puffed up; if they
speak slightingly of us, may we not be
cast down, remembering the words of
the Master who bade us rejoice when
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men speak evil of us and to tremble
when all men speak well, thus declaring
to all that we care more for the approval
of God and conscience than for the ap-
plause of men. We ask it in that Name
that is above every name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. SALTONSTALL, and
by unanimous consent, the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon=-
day, March 22, 1954, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting a
nomination was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre=
sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
passed the following bills, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Sen-
ate:

H. R. B097. An act to authorize the financ=
ing of a program of public works construce

tlon for the Distriet of Columbia, and for
other purposes; and

H.R.8300. An act to revise the internal
revenue laws of the United States.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

On request of Mr. SaLToNsTALL, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. KNOWLAND was
excused from attendance on the session
of the Senate today, because of illness
in his family.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sec=-
retary will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous conzent that the order
for the call of the roll be rescinded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that there may
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now be the eustomary morning hour for
the transaction of routine business, un-
der the usual 2-minute limitation on
speeches.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

ApvaANCE PAYMENTS oOF CERTAIN PAY AND
ALLOWANCES OF MEeMBERS OF UNIFORMED
SERVICES

A letter from the Secretary of the Army,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend section 201 (e) of the Career
Compensation Act of 1949, as amended, to
provide for advance payments of certain
pay and allowances of members of the uni-
formed services, and for other purposes
(with an accompanying paper); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

PROHIBITION OF TRANSFORTATION OF GaM-
BLING DEVICES IN INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN
COMMERCE

A letter from the Attorney General, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend section 3 of the act of January 2,
1951, prohibiting the transportation of gam-
bling devices in interstate and foreign com-
merce (with an accompanying paper); to
the Commitee on Interstate and Foreign
Comrcerce,

PETITIONS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before
the Senate a telegram and letters in the
nature of petitions from Victor Rodri-
guez Benitez, president, College of
Quimicos of San Juan, and teachers and
schoolchildren of San Sebastian, all in
Puerto Rico, condemning the action of
certain persons in attempting to assassi-
nate Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives, which were referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

INDEMNITIES FOR CATTLE CON-
DEMNED BECAUSE OF BRUCEL-
LOSIS—LETTER AND RESOLUTION

Mr. THYE. Mr, President, I am in
receipt of a letter from the State of
Minnesota Dairy Products and Livestock
Commission, St. Paul, Minn., signed by
John M. Zwach, chairman, enclosing a
resolution adopted by that organization,
relating to Federal participation in the
payment of indemnities for cattle con-
demned on account of brucellosis. I ask
unanimous consent that the letter and
resolution be appropriately referred, and
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
and resolution were referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

STATE OF MINNESOTA,
Dairy PRODUCTS AND
LivesTocK COMMISSION,

St. Paul, Minn., March 17, 1954.
Hon. Eowarp J. THYE,
Senator From Minnesota,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SENATOR THYE: I am enclosing here=

with a resolution which was adopted by the
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Dairy Products and Livestock Commission at
its meeting held on March 5, 1954, which is
self-explanatory.

We urge that you kindly give this your
careful consideration to the end that the
necessary money will be appropriated for the
purposes set forth.

Thanking you, I am,

Sincerely,
JorN M. ZwAcH,
Chairman.

Whereas the United States of America Is
now recognized the world over as the safest
Nation, insofar as disease is concerned, in
which to raise livestock; and

Whereas this condition has been brought
about through recognition by the National
Government, that disease control is a na-
tionwide problem, and that the multibillion
dollar livestock economy of this country is
based on the movement of livestock, making
it impossible for a single State or a group of
State to eradicate a disease while it is per-
mitted to exist and spread in neighboring
States or areas; and

Whereas the Federal Government, through
the United States Department of Agriculture,
has for many years cooperated with the live-
stock sanitary agencies of all the States in
the control and eradication of diseases of do-
mestic animals, and has participated with
the States in the payment of the costs there-
of including the payment of indemnity for
animals ordered destroyed in order to eradi-
cate or check the spread of such disease; and

Whereas the United States Department of
Agriculture has established and maintained a
force of veterinarians, technicians, and of-
fice personnel under the direction of a veter-
inarian in charge of all States to further such
cooperation; and

Whereas the Federal Government entered
into contracts or agreements entitled “Mem-
oranda of Understanding” with the several
States relative to such cooperation for the
eradication of tuberculosis from cattle in
1917, and for the eradication of brucellosis
from cattle in 1934, both of which agree-
ments were revised and brought up to date
in 1950 and 1951; and

Whereas both original and revised forms
of such agreements provide the Federal Gov-
ernment shall, in addition to other activities,
participate with the several States in the
payment of indemnity for cattle condemned
and slaughtered for the disease above re-
ferred to; and

Whereas the rules and regulations of the
United States Department of Agriculture
have provided the Federal Government will
share with the States on an equal basis in
the payment of said indemnity when such
cattle are appraised and slaughtered in ac-
cordance with the regulations of the United
States Department of Agriculture, provided
such payments do not exceed the maximum
established by said rules of $25 for each grade
animal, and $50 for each purebred; and

Whereas the legislatures in most of the
States, including Minnesota, convened in bi-
ennial session in 1953, and appropriated
funds in accordance with budgets submitted,
for the blennium ending in 1955, in the firm
belief this long-established practice based on
written contract between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the several States would be
continued, as no notice of intention to can-
cel saild contract had at that time been re-
ceived; and

‘Whereas the United States Department of
Agriculture, after most of the 1953 sessions
of State legislatures had adjourned, amended
their regulations to reduce the um
Federal payments for animals condemned for
brucellosis, after September 23, 1953, to a
maximum of $9 for grade females and $18
for purebreds; and
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Whereas the Chief of the Livestock Disease
Eradication Branch, Agricultural Research
Service, United States Department of Agri-
culture, now announces that no Federal
funds are available for allotment to this
State for the present fiscal year, although
the money previously allotted iz now ex-
hausted, even with the reduced payment
which became eflective on September 23,
1953; and

Whereas although vast sums of money have
been and are being expanded in the purchase
of healthy cattle for drought relief, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture has announced his in-
tention of discontinuing payments for ani-
mals condemned for disease as an economy
measure, and has failed to include any re-
quest in his budget for 1954-55 for the com-
paratively modest sum to pay such indemni-
ties; and

Whereas any program for eradication of a
well-established disease of domestic animals
involves years of education and preparation
of owners of livestock involving expenditure
of much time and money, and when once
embarked upon, such programs must be car-
ried through to completion if the funds al-
ready expended are not to be largely wasted;
and

Whereas it is the considered opinion of
this commission that if Federal participa-
tion in payment of indemnities is discon-
tinued, such action will cause severe and
perhaps irreparable loss to the livestock in-
dustry of the United States by delaying, dis-
couraging and in some cases completely dis-
rupting programs now in progress for the
eradication of brucellosis, the most devastat-
ing disease of cattle mow exlsting in the
United States, and which disease is trans-
missible to man, and in recent years has be=
come & major public-health problem; and

Whereas this commission considers such
action by the Secretary of Agriculture with-
out fair and sufficient notice to the several
States to be In direct violation of the spirit
and wording of the memorandum of under-
standing entered into with the State of
Minnesota: Therefore be it

Resolved by the Legislative Interim Come-
mission on Dairy Products and Livestock in
regular session assembled, That sald com=
mission believes it is imperative for the wel=«
fare of the livestock industry of the State
of Minnesota, that participation by the Fed-
eral Government with the several States in
the control of the di of ani=
mals including the sharing in the payments
of indemnity on the same basis as has been
followed for many years past, be continued;
and be it further

Resolved, That sald commission urges the
President of the United States, the Honorable
Secretary of Agriculture, and all Members of
Congress from Minnesota to immediately
take such steps as may be required to assure
the appropriation of sufficient funds for
such purposes, including the payment of in=
demnity for cattle condemned and slaugh-
tered for tuberculosis and brucellosis; and
be it further

Resolved, That sald commission urges in
addition thereto, an immediate appropria-
tion by Congress to the United States De-
partment of Agriculture for the present fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1954, and an im-
mediate revocation of the amendment to the
rules and regulations to BAI Order 375 which
became effective September 23, 1953, thus
enabling the United States Department of
Agriculture to resume participation in the
payment of indemnities for cattle con-
demned on account of brucellosis on an equal
basis with the several States; and be it fur-
ther

Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
sent to the President of the United States,
the Secretary of the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture, and each Representative
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and Senator in Congress from the State of
Minnesota.
Senator David M. Carey; Senator Arthur
Gillen; Senator A. R. Johanson; Sen=
ator Henry Mattson; Senator John M.
Zwach, Chairman; Representative
George Daley, Vice Chairman; Repre-
sentative Alvin O. Hofstad, Secretary;
Representative Roy C. Jensen; Repre-
sentative Joe P. Lorentz; Representa-
tive August B. Mueller, Members of
Dairy Products and Livestock Commis-
sion.

INTERNATIONAL EDUCATIONAL EX-
CHANGE ACTIVITIES — LETTER
FROM MINNEAPOLIS (MINN.)
COUNCIL OF CHURCHWOMEN

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I am in
receipt of a letter from Mrs. R. D. Stan-
berry, president, Mrs. Ray Archer,
chairman, Christian world relations,
and Mrs. Walter U. Hauser, chairman,
foreign students activities, of the Min-
neapolis Council of Churchwomen, en-
closing a list of effects of the House cut
on the 1955 appropriation for interna-
tional educational exchange activities.
I think the letter and list are of suffi-
cient importance to be printed in the
Recorp and appropriately referred, and
I ask unanimous consent that that be
done.

There being no objection, the letter
and list were referred to the Committee
on Appropriations, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorbp, as follows:

MINNEAPOLIS COUNCIL
oF CHURCHWOMEN,
Minneapolis, Minn., March 17, 1954.
The Honorable EnwaArD J. THYE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SeENATOR THYE: We are much con=
cerned about the unbelievable cut of $6 mil-
lion which the House of Representatives
made in the proposed $15 million budget for
the State Department’s international ex-
change activities.

You must be aware of the irreparable dam-
age done to a very necessary program by
such curtailment. In this critical time of
powerful global propaganda coming ouf of
the East, the exchange of students and vis-
itors could be one of our country’s first lines
of defense. The program could well be ex-
panded far beyond its present limits.

Enclosed are listed some of the effects of
the cut voted by the House. We urge you
to restore the 6 million to the appropria-
tions.

Mrs. R. D. STANBERRY,
President.
Mrs. RAY ARCHER,
Christian World Relations Chairman.
Mrs. WALTER U. HAUSER,
Foreign Students’ Activities Chairman.

List or ErFecTs oF House Cur onN 1955 Ap-
FROFRIATION BILL FOR INTERNATIONAL EDU«-
CATIONAL EXCHANGE ACTIVITIES
1. The total leader program would be elim-

inated in all 61 countries with which the

United States Government now has such a

program.

2. The total foreign-specialist program
would be eliminated in all countries with
which the United States Government now
has such a program.

8. The total United States specialist pro-
gram would be eliminated in all countries
with which the United States Government
now has such a program.
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4. The United States Government educa-
tional exchange program would be com=-
pletely eliminated in 46 countries.

5. The usable number of foreign-currency
grants in the 21 countries stipulated would
be reduced by approximately 500.

6. The dollar appropriation is insufficient
to provide for any joint dollar foreign-cur-
rency grants for foreign nationals.

7. No administrative money is provided for
carrying out the Finnish program (Public
Law 265).

8. The entire teacher-education program
would be eliminated.

9. The educational exchange provisions of
the Buenos Aires Convention cannot be car-
ried out.

10. No money 1s provided for ligquidation
of obligations incurred in connection with
the foreign leader and specialist grants
awarded during 1954 but not completed until
fiscal 1955.

11. No money is provided for liquidation
of obligations incurred in connection with
the student grants awarded during 1954 but
not completed until fiscal 1955.

12. No money is provided for liquidation
of obligations incurred in connection with
professional grants awarded during 1954 but
not completed until fiscal 1955.

13. The entire overseas personnel working
on educational exchange would be elimi-
nated.

14. No money is provided for liquidation
expenses in connection with the elimination
of overseas staff.

15. No money is provided for liquidation
expenses in connection with the elimination
of a large portion of the Washington staff.

16. No money is provided for grants-in-
aid for American-sponsored schools in Latin
America.

17. No provision is made for staff to give
stateside assistance to private organizations
conducting voluntary educational exchange
programs,

18. No provision is made for staff to give
overseas assistance to private organizations
conducting voluntary educational exchange
programs.

19. No provisions are made for the required
staff to issue exchange-visitor visa designa-
tions to private organizations conducting
programs under the provisions of the Smith-
Mundt Act.

20. No money is provided for continuing
American reception centers.

21. No money is provided for operating the
Washington International Center which pro-
vides orlentation for incoming foreign
leaders.

22, No money is provided for the continu=
ation of the American Lan e Center.

23. No money is provided for the Clearing
House which is a source of information on
all Government exchange of persons pro-
grams, (This does not refer to the IIE Cen-
tral Index but to a clearing house organized
independently by government.)

24. The major portion of the funds appro=
priated for the exchange of persons program
is paid to Americans or spent in the United
States. The House action would cut out
about 80 percent of the funds which would
be spent in the United States.

25. All programs would be eliminated in
Latin Amerlca.

26. Orientation programs for foreign stu-
dents would be eliminated.

27. No money would be provided for IE3
to continue servicing interagency coordina-
tion activities including XPC (Inter-Agency
Committee on Training Programs and Ex-
change of Persons).

28. The total elimination of programs
with so many countries would have the dras=
tic effect of breaking off favorable and effec-
tive relationships which have been slowly
built up over a period of years.
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AMENDMENT OF NATURAL GAS
ACT—RESOLUTION OF VILLAGE
COUNCIL. OF NEW RICHLAND,
MINN.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a resolution
adopted by the Village Council of New
Richland, Minn., in support of my bill,
S. 2971, to amend the Natural Gas Act,
be printed in the ReEcorp and appropri-
ately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

ResoLutioNn UrcING THE PassaceE oF 8. 2971,
A B To AMEND SECTION 4 (E) OF THE
NATURAL Gas Act (15 U. S. C. T17¢c)

Whereas the Village Council of the Village
of New Richland, Minn., considers the prac-
tice followed by some natural gas pipeline
companies of gaining automatic rate in-
creases through the filing of successive new
applications for higher rates with the Fed-
eral Power Commission, before determination
has been reached by sald Commission on
pending applications, as now permitted
under the Natural Gas Act, to be unjust
and unfair to the consumers of natural
gas; and

Whereas a bill (3. 2971) to amend section
4 (e) of the Natural Gas Act has been in-
troduced in the Senate of the United States,
which bill is designed to restrict objection-
able practices followed by some natural gas
pipeline companies, as aforesaid; and

Whereas the village council considers sald
bill affords a measure of protection to the
gas consuming public and that the passage
of said bill would be in the best interests
of gas users: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, that the Village Council of the
Village of New Richland shall and does here=-
by go on record as being in favor of the
passage of said bill by the Congress of the
United States; be it further

Resolved, That the village clerk of the
Village of New Richland shall and he hereby
is authorized and directed to send a copy
of this resolution to Senator Epwarp J, THYE,
Senator Husert H. HUMPHREY, and Congress=
man AuGusT H. ANDRESEN.

Frep 8. JENSEN,
Mayor of the Village of New Rich=
land, Minn.

Attest:

GERHARD STRENGE,
Village Clerk of the Village of New
Richland, Minn.

THE SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM—
RESOLUTION AFPPROVED BY EX-
ECUTIVE COUNCIL, MINNESOTA
STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a resolution
approved by the executive couneil of the
Minnesota State Federation of Labor,
dealing with the social security system,
be printed in the Recorp and appropri-
ately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu=-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Finance, and ordered to be printed in
the REecorp, as follows:

Whereas statements have been made by
certaln Members of Congress that they in=-
tend to Introduce legislation designed to
roll back retroactively, the social security tax
rate of 2 percent and to freeze it at the
former level of 1% percent; and
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Whereas strong political and business
pressures are building up behind this move
and an organized campaign is under way
to sell the freeze proposal to the American
public by misrepresenting it as a tax sav-
ings for workers; and

Whereas any freeze or reduction of the
social security tax rate would seriously place
in jeopardy the solvency of the trust funds
from which future generations of retired
American workers will draw old-age benefits
and destroy the solid financial foundation
upon which the social-security program was
founded and weaken the concept of what a
sound national welfare program for all the
people should strive to accomplish; and

Whereas any reduction in the soclal secu-
rity tax rate, rather than being negligible
so-called saving or tax reduction to the
American people, is equivalent to reducing
a life insurance premium to the extent that
payment of the policy itself is placed in
jeopardy by an unsound rate structure,
thereby performing a gross disservice to all
workers under the guise of cheaper rates:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That St. Paul Typographical
Union, No. 30 in regular monthly meeting
assembled this Tth day of February 1954,
does hereby go on record, both as a collec-
tive group and by individual signatures to
this resolution, as being strongly opposed
to any reduction in the present 2 percent
social security tax rate under the guise of
any savings to the American people, believ-
ing such rate necessary to maintain the
soundness and the solvency of a good soclal=
security program; and be it further

Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
sent to all our Minnesota Representatives
and Senators in Congress, that it be pub-
lished in the Minnesota Union Advocate and
the International Typographical Journal, and
that copies hereof be sent to the Minnesota
Pederation of Typographical Unions, to the
Minnesota State Federation of Labor, and
to the American Federation of Labor for
their information.

CURTAILMENT OF CERTAIN MANU-
FACTURES AT TWIN CITIES AR~
SENAL—RESOLUTION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent that a resolution
adopted by the Ramsey County Central
Committee, composed of the 39 Ameri-
can Legion posts in Ramsey County, op-
posing the discontinuance or curtailment
of the manufacture of munitions and
other defense material at the Twin Cities
Arsenal, be printed in the Recorp and
appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Armed Services and ordered to be printed
in the REcorD, as follows:

Whereas the United States Government
has invested millions of dollars of taxpayers’
money in the purchase of vast areas of land,
the construction and equipping of large de-
fense plants thereon, known as the Twin
Cities Arsenal, near New Brighton, Minn,, for
the purpose of manufacturing munitions and
other material necessary in order to provide
for the common defense of this Nation; and

Whereas said defense plant has for the
past several years been a major source of em=-
ployment for thousands of efficient, skilled,
and competent Minnesota residents, includ-
ing a large number of disabled veterans of
World Wars I and II and also the Eorean
war; and

Whereas It now appears that the Defense
Department of the United States Govern-
ment is in the process of arranging or has
arranged for the manufacture of similar de-
fense material in other areas of the United
States and in foreign countries; and in the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

furtherance thereof has canceled or reduced
various contracts for the manufacture of de-
fense material at the Twin Cities Arsenal
and as a result thereof approximately 3,000
workers, including numerous disabled veter-
ans of World Wars I and II and the Eorean
war, have been laid off from work and many
more are expecting to be laid off and thereby
deprived of their means of a livelihood:
Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Ramsey County Cen-
tral Committee of the Fourth District of the
Minnesota Department of the American Le-
gion, at a regular meeting convened on Feb-
ruary 24, 1954, go on record as being opposed
to the discontinuance or curtailment of the
manufacture of munitions and other defense
material at the Twin Cities Arsenal.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. POTTER:

S.38163. A bill for the relief of Myung Sik

Hong; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. SMATHERS:

8.3164. A bill for the rellef of Rosario
Estevez de Aponte (nee Frias), otherwise
known as Rosario Estevez Aponte; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GREEN:

S.3165. A bill for the relief of Selma Riv-

lin; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. DWORSHAK:

5.3166. A bill for the relief of the city of
Sandpoint, Idaho; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CASE:
8. 3167. A bill for the relief of Community

Bailey Hospital; to the Committee on the

Judiciary.
By Mr. CLEMENTS (for himself and
Mr. ROBERTSON) :

S.3168. A bill granting the consent and
approval of Congress to an interstate com-
pact relating to the creation, development,
and operation by the States of EKentucky
and Virginia of a park to be known as the
Breaks Interstate Park; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. HUMFPHREY :

S.3169. A bill to continue temporarily ex-
isting 90 percent of parity price supports
for milk and butterfat; to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. HUMPHREY when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

TEMPORARY PARITY PRICE SUP=-
PORTS FOR MILK AND BUTTER-~
FAT

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
introduce for appropriate reference a bill
to continue temporarily existing 90 per-
cent of parity price supports for milk
and butterfat. I ask unanimous consent
that the bill, together with a statement
by me, be printed in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill and
statement will be printed in the Recorp.

The bill (8. 3169) to continue tem-
porarily existing 90 percent of parity
price supports for milk and butterfat,
introduced by Mr. HUMPHREY, was Ie-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, and ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Congress
hereby expresses the policy that preservation
of dairy farmers' income is of direct impor=
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tance to the entire economy. Price sup-
ports for dairy products have been placed
at 90 percent of parity for each of the past
2 years; such supports have prevented disas-
trous drops in dairy-farm income. Now in a
period of falling consumer demand the Sec-
retary of Agriculture has indicated his plan
to lower these supports from 90 percent to
75 percent of parity, effective April 1, 1954.
Congress has before it many bills which when
enacted would prevent this reduction from
going into effect; the Agriculture Committees
of both Houses are engaged in hearings at
this time concerning future farm price-
support legislation, including dairy price
supports; if comprehensive well-rounded at-
tention is given to this entire matter, the
final law cannot be enacted until after the
dairy price-support cuts go into effect on
April 1, 1954. The Congress therefore finds
that the present level of dairy supports
should be extended until such time as Con=
gress can act upon long term legislation.
SEec. 2. Section 201 (¢) of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
sentence: “Effective April 1, 1954, through
July 31, 1954, the prices of such commodities
shall be supported by the means specified at
a level of 90 percent of the parity price.”

The statement by Mr. HUMPHREY is as
follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY

Time is running out on the opportunity of
the Congress to avert a drastic blow to
America’s dairy industry. '

Only 7 legislative days remain to act be=
fore April 1.

The bill I have introduced would at least
be a temporary stopgap to hold in abeyance
Secretary Benson’s proposed order until this
Congress has had time to act in an orderly
manner on farm legislation.

The bill merely provides that dairy price
supports shall be continued at the 90-percent
level now existing from April 1 through July
31, holding in abeyance for 4 months any
change in support levels. The aim of this
measure is to give our agricultural commit=-
tees time to come up with a realistic farm
bill squarely facing the issues involved,
rather than just let this slash take place at
the whim of the Secretary of Agriculture.

I regret the necessity to resort to such a
last-ditch effort. I would prefer a better an-
swer for our dairyman, than this stopgap
measure. But it does appear to be neces-
sary, for the sake of America’s dairy indus=
try, to at least hold off Secretary Benson's
action until something better can be devised.

The bill I propose does not commit the
Congress one way or another on future sup-
port levels. It merely assures the Congress
itself in having a voice in the final decision
as far as dairy products are concerned, in-
stead of leaving it entirely to Secretary
Benson.

I believe this is a fair compromise which
all reasonable people will accept as being in
the best interest of our economy, and the
best interest of orderly development of sound
farm legislation.

I appeal to the Benate’s majority leader=
ship to give it priority consideration. I ap=
peal for the Senate Agriculture Committee
to approve this means of protecting its own
right to a voice in what should be done about
dairy price supports. I know the tremend-
ous workload now upon the Senate Agri-
culture Committee. I greatly appreciate the
integrity and fairness of the distinguished
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Aiken]. I urge
him to throw his support behind this tem-
porary extension, limited to the period the
Congress is expected to be in session, so that
his committee will have time to conclude
its studies and recommend a program to the
Congress that will include proper utilization
of dairy products rather than just cutting
prices to producers.
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I know many other Members of this body
are just as concerned as I am over the
adverse effects this dairy slash can and
will have on our economy. I know some who
hold differing views than my own on what
the permanent level of price supports should
be have expressed concern over the extent
of the cut in dalry supports, and the fact
that it is being done while Congress is still
considering dairy and other farm legislation.
I invite them to join me in support of this
bill.

This bill does what I asked Secretary Ben-
son to do voluntarily last January—defers
any changes until Congress has completed
its hearings and arrived at some decisions.

Is not that a fair and reasonable request?

Ever since Secretary Benson announced his
intention to cut dairy support levels regard-
less of the fact Congress has other proposals
under consideration, I have tried every way
I know how to prevent this drastic blow
from taking place. I have felt sincerely that
the economic Interests of my State required
me to extend such efforts to the best of my
ability.

I have jolned my Minnesota colleague in
cosponsoring S. 2062, providing that dairy
support should not be cut more than 5 per-
cent per year, and in no event should be
cut below the level of support for basic com=-
modities. When it appeared that bill would
not be reported out of committee in time for
action by April 1, I proposed the same lan-
guage as an amendment to the administra-
tion's wool bill then scheduled for action
in the Sensate. Yesterday I called for a
chance to vote on that bill.

Since there are indications it is being
sidetracked to avold any showdown now on
price supports, however, I am now proposing
this stopgap bill as a last-ditch effort to
delay for at least 4 months the proposed
dairy support slash in the belief it is a fair
compromise that should be acceptable to
this body.

EXTENSION OF OLD-AGE AND SUR-
VIVORS INSURANCE SYSTEM—
AMENDMENT

Mr. MURRAY submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (S. 2260) to extend and improve
the old-age and survivors insurance sys-
tem, to provide permanent and total dis=
ability insurance and rehabilitation
benefits, and for other purposes, which
was referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance, and ordered to be printed.

REDUCTION OF EXCISE TAXES—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado submitted
amendments, intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (H. R. 8224) to reduce
excise taxes, and for other purposes,
which were ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I sub-
mit three amendments intended to be
proposed by me to the pending excise
tax bill (H. R. 8224) to reduce excise
taxes and for other purposes, and ask
that they lie on the desk today in order
that Senators who wish to join me in
proposing the amendments may add
their names as cosponsors.

In brief, these amendments would do
three things. First, they would permit
the scheduled cut in excise taxes on
automobiles to go into effect on the first
of April. This would cut the rate from
10 to 7 percent, and should save a per=
son about $50 in buying a new car.
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Second, they would eliminate the 10
percent tax on household appliances
such as refrigerators, ranges, ironers,
dryers, toasters, and so forth. This
should save about $25 on the price of a
new refrigerator, range, or clothes dryer,
and proportionate amounts on other
appliances.

Third, the 10 percent tax on radios,
television sets, and phonographs, would
be reduced to 5 percent.

I think these reductions are badly
needed for two purposes. In the first
place, they would give relief to sections
of the community which are left out in
the excise tax reductions proposed by
the House and approved by the Senate
committee. I do not oppose reductions
in excise taxes on expensive furs and
jewelry, but it does not seem to me that
the women of the country need cheaper
mink coats as much as they need cheaper
ironers, dishwashers, and so forth. We
should give at least the same break to
those who wear cloth coats as to those
who wear minks and sables.

Second, these amendments would re-
lease monetary purchasing power which
is needed to help get us out of the cur-
rent retraction or recession, and would
help the specific industries which have
been most severely hit, namely, auto-
mobiles and durable consumer goods.

I hope these amendments may be care-
fully considered by the Senate and by
the country, and that a number of other
Senators may be willing to join me in
proposing them.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ments will be received and printed, and
will lie on the table.

Subsequently,

The names of the following Senators
were added as cosponsors of the amend-
ments submitted by Mr. Dovucras to
House bill 8224, supra: Mr. KILGORE,
Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. LENNON, Mr, JACK-
sSON, Mr. BUrkE, and Mr. MORSE.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were each read
twice by their titles and referred as indi-
cated:

H. R.B8097. An act to authorize the financ-
ing of a program of public works construc-
tion for the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia,

H.R.8300. An act to revise the Internal
revenue laws of the United States; to the
Committee on Finance.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a message from the President of
the United States submitting the nomi-
nation of Arthur Larson, of Pennsyl=-
vania, to be Under Secretary of Labor,
which was referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

VICTORIES OF PENNSYLVANIA
TEAMS IN THE NATIONAL BAS-
KETBALL CHAMPIONSHIP TOUR-
NAMENT

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, Penn-
sylvania’s tremendous athletic record

3687

has attained new luster and brilliance
for the magnificent accomplishment of
two of its colleges who invaded the Mid-
dle West and brought home first and
third places in the national basketball
championship. La Salle College, of
Philadelphia, carried on in the finest
tradition of our State’s heroic athletic
history in winning the National Collegi-
ate Athletic Association championship
at Kansas City. Pennsylvania State
University defeated the best in the West
to win third place in this championship
event, which matched the regional
championship teams from the East,
West, and Middle West.

Both these teams deserve the greatest
commendation and congratulations for
their clean-cut victories, attained with
the highest degree of sportsmanship and
brilliant play. Since our Pennsylvania
teams represented the entire East, we
are especially proud. Significantly, it
was La Salle which defeated Penn State,
with the result that Penn State came out
third. Neither team was defeated by a
western or midwestern team. La Salle
demonstrated to the utmost all the qual=
ities which mark the true champions—
the will to win, enormous spirit, high
courage, clean fight and, above all, per=-
fect teamplay.

It is interesting to note that the new
national championship college produced
its team from a student body of 2,400.
Penn State, which won third, has a stu-
dent body of more than 12,000, and de-
feated a team representing a student
body of more than 16,000.

I cannot help but mention, also, the
two coaches. Ken Loefiler, of La Salle,
is a graduate of Penn State and a Penn=
sylvanian; and Elmer Gross, the Penn
State coach, is also a Penn State gradu-
ate and a Pennsylvanian,

Mr. President, the past week-end has
been a great one in the history of Penn-
sylvania athletics.,

SAMUEL SHELLABARGER

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi=-
dent, on last Saturday a great American
passed away in my State. He was not
known in public life, but he was widely
known by the many who read his works.
I refer to the late Samuel Shellabarger,
who was in Washington only last week,
when he was a visitor in this Senate.

I have known Dr. Shellabarger inti-
mately for many years. I have seen him
rise from a poor, struggling professor,
who was compelled at one time to write
detective stories for a living, to become
one of the greatest writers of historical
fiction of our time, in a class with Dumas
in France and Sir Walter Scott in Scot=-
land.

Samuel Shellabarger first attained
prominence as a result of his great novel,
Captain from Castile, which dealt with
the early history of the Spanish in Mex-
ico. More recently, his Prince of Foxes
and Lord Vanity were best sellers.

In addition to Dr. Shellabarger’s abil-
ity as a literary star, he was a man of
deep spiritual convictions. I have grown
with him, and have learned much
E:roush his deep sincerity and inspira-

On.
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Mr. President, when a man who has
made such a great contribution to his
day and age passes on, I feel it is appro-
priate to pay this loving tribute to him.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the body of the

REecCORD, as a part of my remarks, an edi=-

torial, which was published in the New
York Times of March 23.

Ther2 being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcoORD,
as follows:

SBAMUEL SHELLABARGER

“] don't know why people should express
surprise at a professor writing a best seller.
It seems to me much more amazing that a
physician—Dr. Cronin (a very delightful
person)—should be a successful novelist.
But no one seems surprised at that at all,”
said Samuel Shellabarger for a newspaper
inteview at the publication of his second
best-seller, Prince of Foxes, in 1947. There
was the sly wit of an ingenuous pose in that
remark. Mr. Shellabarger was too keen a
man not to recognize that the surprise was
Justified.

Historical fiction was being beaten by the
eritics until their arms were weary, and here
was an eminent scholar and teacher who not
only had turned out one of the most suc-
essful historical novels in American pub-
lishing history, Captain from Castile, but
owned up to the fact gladly. For better or
worse, literarily this is the age of criticism,
when much of what is held to be the best in
letters is not treated as superior entertain-
ment but as the subject of veneration.

Mr. Shellabarger was one of those who in
his fiction stayed out of the central literary
currents and saw to it that what he wrote
was first of all fun to read. Those critics
of the tired arms, who came to read him,
stayed to the end. They condemned the
author for wooden characters and then gave
him all the credit in the world for fine, rous=-
ing stories. His massive public audience
didn't seem to care about the characteriza-
tion; it merely knew that Mr. Shellabarger
could tell a tale like a Dumas. His death
takes a good novelist and a brilliant his-
torical biographer from the American
literary scene.

FORMATION OF THE AMERICA-
ISRAEL SOCIETY

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, recent-
ly, I had the pleasure of joining with
some forty other Americans, including
leaders of the Catholic, Protestant, and
Jewish faiths, and leaders in many walks
of American life, to form the America=-
Israel Society. The society is non-
political, and will seek to promote fuller
understanding between the people of the
United States and the people of Israel,
through cultural interchange by
strengthening the bonds of freedom and
democracy.

The people of Israel are well aware
of the spiritual foundations of America,
as they are also aware of our cultural
attainments and of our devotion to edu-
cation and learning. The new America-~
Israel Society may, therefore, devote it-
self, not negatively, to removing false
impressions which may exist, but con-
structively, to facilitating an interchange
of cultural concepts between the two
peoples.

‘While the people of Israel admire our
cultural achievements, they, of course,
have their own rich, deep culture. The
culture of Israel is influenced not only
by its physical and material environ=
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ment, but also by its ancient traditions
and its deep sense of the past. It is parf
of the richness of humanity that threads
of many colors have gone into the weav-
ing of the fabric of civilization.

One may say, indeed, that a basic
aspect of the concept of freedom is that
all peoples should be free to express
themselves not only politically but also
culturally. On the other hand, totali-
tarian systems attempt to impose the
drabness of uniformity not only upon
their own peoples, but upon all peoples.

Israel is not a big state. But bigness
and greatness are not necessarily the
same. From the tiny area of Greece
have come great ideas by which we in
this country and millions of others live.
In the tiny land of Israel were born
Judaism and its great foster children,
Christianity and Islamism,

It is good for us, and, if I may say so,
it is also good for Israel, that now,
through the America-Israel Society, we
are about to embark upon a cultural in-
terchange which can be fruitful for both
countries. One can hope that from this
relationship will spring ideas, concepts,
and techniques which will be useful for
both our countries.

In these days, when the light of free-
dom and the grace of God and the bene-
fits of culture have disappeared from
large parts of the world, we may hope
that Americans of all faiths will sup-
port the activities of the America-
Israel Society.

SALE OF TVA POWER

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, the
Memphis (Tenn.) Commercial Appeal, of
March 21, 1954, carried a very thoughtful
editorial pointing out the disastrous re-
sults which certain legislative amend-
ments would have upon the operations of
the TVA. The House appropriations
subcommittee is reportedly recommend-
ing that such amendments be placed in
the appropriation bill.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial from this great newspaper be
printed in the body of the Recorp at this
point,

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Croups DarxeN Over TVA

The cloud that appeared over power busl-
ness of the Tennessee Valley Authority when
the Eisenhower administration blocked start-
ing of the Fulton generating plant has now
darkened like a storm in the making.

In recent weeks it had seemed the sun
might come out. TVA accomplishments in
speed and low cost of construction at Padu-
cah, in sharp contrast to the Ebasco fiasco
of private power companies undertaking a
duplicate task has become known to the gen-
eral public, Attempts to get a private power
explanation of what happened, which have
included sending a reporter for the Commer-
cial Appeal to the scene, have produced only
conspicuous silence.

Gordon Clapp, TVA chairman, has made
an excellent presentation of the Nation's
electrical bullding situation in a series of lec-
tures at the University of Chicago. He has
told the TVA story in convincing words,
offered a plan for adequate power which
would put Government money into private
power, and he has especially shown the
nationwide values of publicly owned power

March 23

systems. His lectures may become a book of
ammunition for public power advocates of
future years.

But while residents of the TVA area were
taking heart from these developments, pri-
vate power has been quietly taking new
ground in Congress. In a subcommittee of
the House, working over the year's budget
for the National Government, plans have
been laid to tear up TVA rules for selling
power and write new instructions.

Representative CLirrorp Davis, of Memphis,
sounded the alarm when he learned plans
of the Independent Office Appropriations
Subcommittee.

The plan is to take away the TVA power
to fix the retail price of electricity it whole-
sales to municipal and cooperative distribu-
tors. This is the heart of the TVA accom-
plishment in getting low-priced electricity
to the people. It is the center of pain for
the private power interests.

If TVA electricity is retailed at the same
price as private power in adjoining areas,
or if private power could get TVA electricity
and resell it at their own prices, we doubt if
the public would ever have heard the word
“gocialism” linked with TVA.

This portion of TVA policy has the fur-
ther result of blocking the tendency of city
officials to feed city treasuries with profits
from the sale of natural gas, water, and elec-
tricity. It is a policy based on the theory
of electricity as a necessity of life, needed
by every person at the very lowest possible
price.

To go beyond producing electricity at low
cost and see to it that it is still low priced
when it reaches the people has been a fun-
damental of TVA.

The subcommittee also plans to alter TVA
contracts with its distributors so that the
municipalities and cooperatives may buy
power from other sources or build generat-
ing plants. This sounds like authorizing
supplemental power. In the practical eco-
nomies of the power business it would more
likely mean breaking off edges of the TVA
area. Costs of small generating plants are
s0 high that the net result would be offering
part of the TVA market to the surrounding
private power companies.

The subcommittee also plans to require
TVA to pay interest on money advanced from
the Federal Treasury for building the power-
producing parts of TVA, the steam plants,
and the transmission lines. TVA is already
returnirg this money on a 40-year schedule,
and is ahead of schedule.

It is putting into the Treasury each year,
in addition, a margin which might be used
for bond interest instead. Use of bonds in
place of Treasury advances might be accom-
plished without increasing the price of elec-
tricity. But this proposal goes further. In
place of public sale of bonds, which would
turn TVA loose from the yearly review by
Congress through consideration of appropri-
atlons, it proposes to keep the debt in the
Treasury, collect a fixed interest, and still
keep the congressional apron strings.

‘This is a program being considered within
a subcommittee.

The subcommittee has still to act. Then
it will be subject to committee action. Ac-
tion by the House is ahead. The Senate
must approve. The President must sign.

Changes in such a long legislative path
are possible. However, the political climate
of Washington makes adoption of such a pro-
gram cast a dark shadow over the future of
TVA power.

There is time for the voting public to make
its wishes known to Members of Congress.
An emergency paign by Friends of TVA,
Inc., is in order.

There is politics in this situation. There
is controversy over public power against pri-
vate power. There are mechanics of finane-
ing. But, overall, this is a question of
whether the wide area of millions of fac-
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tories and homes dependent upon TVA for
its electricity is to have enough electricity
to grow as the rest of the Nation is growing.

While Congress debates, the power short-
age of 1957 comes closer, with mneither
TVA generators nor private-power generators
being installed to meet our need.

PRIVATE POWER FOR ATOMIC
ENERGY COMMISSION

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, ac-
cording to the budget message, an effort
will be made to divert some four or five
hundred thousand kilowatts from the
generating plant which the Tennessee
Valley Authority has built or is building
near the atomic-energy plant at Pa-
ducah, Ky. Many of us are skeptical
as to whether other power can be found,
and as to the cost of other power if it
can be furnished by private sources, for
the operations of the Atomic Energy
Commission plant.

Commissioner Thomas E. Murray, of
the Atomic Energy Commission, has
written a letter to Marshall MecNeil,
Washington correspondent of the Knox-
ville News-Sentinel, setting forth the dis-
appointing results of the effort to try to
procure power from private sources.
The situation is set forth in an article
published in the Knoxville News-Sen-
tinel of March 19, 1954. I ask unani-
mous consent that the article be printed
in the body of the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

PRIVATE POWER FOR AEC CALLED DISAPPOINT-
ING—EBaAsco Fiasco AT PapucaH SHowN Up
BY TVA PERFORMANCE, OFFICIAL SAYS

(By Marshall McNeil)

WasHINGTON, March 19.—The Atomic
Energy Commissioner responsible for pri-
vate-power interests being called upon to
furnish electricity to the AEC plant at Pa-
ducah, Ky., conceded today he 1s disap-
pointed that the private-power venture has
not turned out better.

But he still believes that to have called
upon private-power interests is a good thing
for the country because it gives the vital AEC
plant the added security of having available
two independent sources of electricity.

The Commissioner, Thomas E. Murray, ex-
pressed his views in replying to a letter from
this reporter. Thus, he answered for the
first time complaints de by the Tenr
Valley Authority, and by others in its be=-
half. In the TVA the private-power Inter-
ests’ venture at Paducah is known as the
Ebasco flasco.

EISENHOWER ALTERNATIVE ;

The statement by Murray is important for
an additional reason. The President has
called upon AEC to try to get private inter-
ests to assume a part of the powerload now
borne by TVA. He would in this way release
from 400,000 to 600,000 kilowatts of TVA
power for it to channel into normal peace-
time uses in the valley.

This power shift is the Elsenhower alter-
native to permitting TVA to bulld the new
generating faclilities 1t wanted in the coming
fiscal year.

HITS POWER-SHIFT THEORY

The plan is vigorously opposed by some
TVA supporters on the grounds that the per-
formance of private interests at Paducah
shows AEC has to pay much more for power
from this source than from TVA. Moreover,
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they argue, after the Government pays for
the privately owned plants through high
rates the plants remain in private hands.
TVA plants, they point out, are and remain
Government property.

Presumably, Commissioner Murray now is
trying to negotiate with private interests to
furnish the AEC with an additional 400,000
to 600,000 kilowatts of power by fiscal 1956.
But whatever he is doing is hidden behind
AEC's characteristic secrecy, although various
officlals there concede that no guestions of
security are involved.

CLAPP ORIGINATED STORY

Gordon Clapp, chairman of TVA, told the
Paducah power story at the University of
Chicago last February 17, during a series of
lectures on public power and his agency.

He explained that when AEC started its
Paducah gaseous diffusion plant TVA was
asked to furnish it with power. Then, sud-
denly, TVA was called upon to furnish only
half the AEC power requirements. Commis-
sioner Murray had arranged for several pri-
vate power companies to organize a new
company, Electric Energy, Inc., to provide the
other half of the electricity required.

TVA started its Shawnee steam plant on
one side of the Ohio and Electric Energy, Inc.,
started its Joppa plant just across the river,
Their constructon was hailed as a race, but
not by TVA.

Chairman Clapp told his lecture audience
how TVA's plant produced power ahead of
Joppa. He recalled that Electric Energy,
Inec. canceled its contract with Ebasco Serv-
ices, general contractor on the Joppa plant,
in order to permit reorganization of the con-
struction project so that the station can
be completed on a more efficient and eco-
nomical basis.

COST HIKED 45 PERCENT

He sald the estimated cost of the private
company Joppa plant of 4 original gen-
erating units increased some 45 percent—
from $81 million in May 1951, to $118 million
in June 1953. He sald the cost per kllo-
watt of capacity increased over the original
Electric Energy, Inc, estimate of 8128 to
$184. He said two more units to be added at
Joppa show estimates even higher—§198 per
kilowatt.

“The taxpayers bought this record,” Clapp
sald, “and they will have to pay for it; the
private companies lost nothing because these
increased costs are paid by AEC.”

COST WITHIN ESTIMATE

Clapp asserted that TVA originally esti-
mated its costs to be $147.50 per killowatt of
capacity, and then added:

“TVA’s actual cost experience to date,
while building under the same physical con~
ditions as the Joppa plant, shows that the
total 10-unit Shawnee plant capable of pro-
ducing 1,500,000 kilowatts will be completed
by TVA at a capital cost well within our
estimates.”

Clapp regards the TVA Shawnee plant story
as another chapter to record the achlevement
by a Government agency in conflict with the
myth that enterprise and good management
are the exclusive possessions of private or-
ganizations.

ONE BENEFIT STILL THERE

Commissioner Murray was sent a copy of
Clapp’s Chicago lecture last February 19, and
asked to comment. In a letter dated March
17, he replied, saying that the delay had been
occasioned because he had been out in the
Pacific—presumably at the latest atomle
tests.

Murray's letter continued: “Certainly I had
hoped that the EEI effort would turn out
better. However, one benefit to the country
from this arrangement—the added security
which accrues from the availability of two
independent power supplies for this wital
production plant—Is still there.”

3689

REVISION OF SENATE RULES

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
for a long time the junior Senator from
New Jersey has hoped for, longed for,
and even prayed for, some revision of
the rules of the Senate. In my time I
shall probably not see that result accom-
plished.

I send to the desk at this time an arti=
cle entitled “Shall Senatorial Power Be
Curbed?” published in the New York
Times magazine of March 21, 1954. The
article was written by Sidney Hyman, a
very distinguished author. I hope every
Senator will read this article, because it
is thought provoking and should be help-
ful to the cause at some future period.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered fo be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

SHALL SENATORIAL PowerR Be CURBED?—THE
UpPPER CHAMBER Has AMPLE MEans To CoN-
TROL ITS OWN UNRULY MEMBERS—YET THE
Way Has OFTEN BEEN BLOCKED BY INDIVID=
UAL PREROGATIVES

(By Sldney Hyman)

WasHINGTON, D. C.—There is a legend
about a Senator whose tongue betrayed his
troubled conscience. When the roll was being
called for a vote in an executive session—so
the legend goes—the Senator answered to
his name by shouting “Not guilty.” Today,
the legend has come abreast of reality, as
Senators on both sides of the alsle show
signs of marked unease before a public opin-
ion which would impeach the whole of their
Chamber for individual misdemeanors.

In the current bill of particulars, it is
charged among other things:

That the Senate has usurped the functions
of the Executive, while it defaults on its
duties as a legislative body.

That the Senate has run amuck with the
power to investigate, and has used the right
of congressional immunity as a hunting 1i-
cense for the destruction of private persons.

That the Senate has laid down adminis-
trative restrictions which it knows cannot
and will not be observed by the Executive
in an emergency, and has forced the Execu-
tive to resort to subterfuges so that the
critical work of the Natlon can go forward.

That the Senate has become obsessed with
the invention of new legal restraints, while
it ignores the sound maxim of Edmund
Burke that *the laws reach but a very little
way. Constitute government how you please,
infinitely the greater part of it must depend
upon the exercise of powers which are left
at large to the prudence and uprightness of
ministers of state.”

None of these charges 1s new. Nor are
they unique in their application to the
Senate. In the early days of the Republie,
when the House was the dominant arm of
the Congress, they were leveled against the
House. And in the century-long rise of the
Senate to the position of ascendancy—a proc-
ess that has been quickened in recent years
by the Senate’s role in our increasingly com-
plex foreign affairs—the same charges now
heard were heard long ago.

Bald President Andrew Jackson to the
Benate: “I do solemnly protest against the

gs of the Senate as unauthorized
by the Constitution, contrary to its spirit
and to several of its express provisions; sub-
versive of that distribution of the powers
of the Government which it has ordained
and established.” And President Theodore

Roosevelt remarked to BSecretary of State

John Hay that the more he saw of the Kaiser

and the Czar, the more respect he had for

the American Senate—to which Hay replied
that he himself could not make such & fine
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distinetion.
Nation:

*“A little group of willful men, represent-
ing no opinion but their own, have ren-
dered the great Government of the United
States helpless and contemptible.” And
even President Coolidge spoke up on the
general subject in the course of a fight with
the Senate. *“It is time,” he said in a mes-
gage to that Chamber, “that we return to a
government in accordance with the usual
forms of the laws of the land.”

On the contemporary historical record,
most of the Senators have never veered from
a Government in accordance with the usual
forms of the law of the land. Whether they
have been wise or not so wise in the social
policies they have urged or blocked, the
overriding fact remalns that they have kept
within the permissible bounds of conflict
with each other and with the others arms
of the Government.

And many of them have done far more
than play the game according to the rules.
They have made the democratic game worth
playing. In time of crisis, they arm the
Government with the emergency powers it
needs. They withdraw those powers when
the crisis passes over. And day after day,
as they move through a maze of friction-
laden domestic and foreign issues, they turn
in a far better performance than did their
predecessors in the epoch when the Senate
Chamber rang with the voices of Daniel Web-
ster, Henry Clay, John C. Calhoun, and
Stephen Douglas.

None of these four, however giited in ora-
tory, led the Senate to an effective solution
of the central issue of their day—the issue
of slavery. At least 2 of the 4 made the
solution all the more difficult until it was
settled by the oratory of war. Today, by
contrast, the Senate does not lack fur men
who have the will to produce bold, imagi-
native, and effective legislative solutions for
problems that plague not only Americans,
but people around the globe.

Yet these men tend to work quietly and
beyond the range of public vision., This
may be their fault. It is, nevertheless, their
method. And in the sequel our senses are
transfixed by the frantic activities of those
who led the fight for the Bricker amend-
ment, by the buckshot sprays of Senator
LanceEr in his attack on Chief Justice War-
ren, by the bullwhip crackle of Senator
WEeELEER and Senator McCarraN when they
are crossed by any man, by the littleness
of Senator JENnER, and by the continued
threat of Senator McCarTHY that he will
rip apart every conservative force in the land.

All this and more supports the widespread
feeling that the Senate, in a jealous regard
for the rights and privileges of its own Mem-
bers, will also let the general welfare go hang,
if that is the pleasure of an individual Sen-
ator. It is agreed in this connection that
the Senate should be a gentleman’s club.
It is agreed, also, that a decent respect for
the opinions, needs, wishes, and political
problems of the several Members not only
makes parliamentary government possible.
The habits of respect form an invisible but
stout shield for the rights of minorities.
Without it, the hand of each man would
be raised against the other, and the Senate
would become an armed insurrection.

The doubt, nevertheless, is raised whether
the virtue of senatorial courtesies has not
Iaid the ground for the fulfilment in the
not too distant future of a prophecy made
by Vice President Aaron Burr in his fare-
well address. “If the Constitution,” he told
the Senate, “be destined ever to perish by the
sacrilegious hands of the demagog or the
usurper, which God avert, its expiring agonies
will be witnessed on this floor.”

It is, therefore, pertinent to ask: What
are the actual rights and privileges any
Senator can exercise to the limits of the law
and custom, if he 1s disposed to do so? How

Baid President Wilson to the
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are these rights and privileges acquired and
enlarged? Can their abuse by a Senator be
controlled? If not, why not? If so, in what
degree and by whom?

Taking these guestions in order, the chief
source for the rights and privileges of a
SBenator is the Constitution itself. It makes
him an “ambassador” of a State on the basis
of a legal equality with the “ambassadors™
of any other State, great or small. Being
this, he is favorably placed to confuse his
person with a sovereignty and to make others
equally confused. Thus, when he comes un-
der attack from an outside source, he can
draw to his side the historic nostalgias and
prejudices of his State, and he will have
a believing audience when he declaims, “Not
I, but the people of Nevada (or Idaho, Wis-
consin, or Ohio) have been traduced.”

Moreover, by virtue of his fixed tenure of
6 years, the S8enator can generally do and say
what pleases him for at least 4 years. He has
2 remaining years to show that he is peni-
tent, or that on 1ssue after issue the previous
4 years found him on the side of the angels
every time. In all this he is spared the up-
heavals of at least 1 general electlon—in
contrast to the Members of the House, who
live from handshake to handshake for 2-year
periods.

One should add here that in actual prac-
tice the greater survival quality that a Sena-
tor enjoys, when joined to the Senate’s own
procedural rules, turns the concept of “am-
bassadorial equality” Into a fiction. The
reality of the Senate is that its fundamental
law 1is *“squatter sovereignty,” otherwise
called “the seniority system.”

However small the State that a Senator
represents, or however meager are his talents,
if he sits in the Senate long enough, the
automatic operations of the seniority system
will elevate him to the role of a committee
chairman, or at least a ranking member,

If he is fortunate enough to be made the
chairman of the Judiciary Committee, like
Senator LANGER or Senator MCCARRAN, he will
have a direct say In an estimated one-third
of all the business before the Senate. By the
favors he has the power to give or deny, he
can intrude directly in a wide range of col-
lateral legislation field.

If the Senator gets any other committee
chairmanship he will also be favorably placed
to bend the Senate to his will. For it is the
chairman who calls the meetings, controls
the staff of experts, assigns the problems,
calls the witnesses, determines the order of
business, edits the major reports, decides who
will be the floor manager to secure the enact-
ment of the bill when it is reported out, is
the leading party in the conference com-
mittee where possible differences with the
House version of the same bill are reported
out—and who, in the end, often sees himself
immortalized in American history by lending
his name to the bill when it is enacted.

If a Senator is not a committee chairman
he can at least console himself with the fact
that the Senate rules permit him to hold the
Senate floor and talk until his lungs cave in,
however much he offends against Vice Presi-
dent Thomas Jefferson’s manual.

There, in a text which the Senate piously
reprints every 2 years as part of its standing
orders, Jefferson laid down the rule that no
Senator “is to speak impertinently or besides
the question, superfiuously, or tediously.”
Happily, however, the wrong done by the
individual Senator is invariably redressed by
the Senate’s habitual violation of another
passage in the manual, Jefferson ruled that
*“no one is to disturb another in his speech
by * * * coughing, spitting, speaking or
whispering to another. * * * Nor to pass
between the Speaker and the speaking
Member, nor to go across the House, or to
walk up and down it, or to take books or
papers from the table or write there.”

By the terms of the Constitution, the
Senator also has speclal privileges which give
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him a direct voice in the conduct of foreign
affairs. For it is only by and with his advice
and consent that a treaty can be ratified.
Moreover, the history of the fight over the
Versailles Treaty, has led Presidents after
Wilson to bid for advance Senate support
by bringing a wide range of Senators along-
side the treaty negotiating table.

In yet another sphere, the Senator has a
direct voice in the management of the
entire executive machinery, since once again,
it is only with his advice and consent that
the chief officials of state can be confirmed
in their appointments. If the nominee comes
from the Senator’s own State, and if the
Senator rises to say that the man is person-
ally obnoxious to him, the Senate as a whole
generally joins in pulling the lanyard, and
the nominee is blown sky high.

There are countless other special privileges
which a Senator enjoys, ranging from the
underground railroad that runs from the
Senate Office Building to the Capitol, to the
lacquered snuff boxes that are kept filled
at public expense for Senate use. But what
is now at the center of public concern is
the union of two separate rights and priv-
ileges which the Senate as a whole shares
with the House. The first is the right to
Investigate everything below the earth, on
top of it, and in the heavens beyond. And
the second is the privilege of congressional
immunity. “For any speech or debate in
either House"” or in the committees of either
House the Constitution reads, “they shall not
be questioned in any other place.”

The wide latitude to investigate, follows
from the constitutional grant to the Con-
gress of all legislative power. Hence, there
can be no constitutional limit on the exer-
cise of this power, nor, by implication, on
the exercise of any investigative activity
incident to the use of that power.

The courts have made this point reason-
ably plain to any Senator who serves on a
duly authorized committee. He has been
told that a legislative purpose will be pre-
sumed when a congressional investigation
is lawfully set in motion—however much the
Presumption bends the crowbar to make the
theory square with the facts.

He has been told, additionally, that the
power to compel pertinent disclosures is im-
plied in the grant of all legislative power to
the Congress; that a congressional inquiry
may be as broad as the legislative purpose
requires; that the Congress has the right to
enforce its own investigatory process; that
the pertinency of the evidence is not deter-
mined by its probative value; that witnesses
may be punished for mistakes of law in re-
fusing to answer; that it is for each House of
the Congress to decide whether a witness
before one of its committees has perjured
himself or stands in contempt; and that a
member of a committee may plead immunity
to prosecution for false arrest of a witness.

Where private persons are involved, the
only general constitutional provision afford-
ing a safeguard against the abuse of these
broad powers is the privilege against self-
incrimination found in the fifth amend-
ment. And the move is currently on to with-
draw even this slender shield.

Where the agents of the executive branch
of the Government are involved, the abuse
can be checked only by the strength of the
President and his inclination to resist abuse.
As the law now stands in this shadowy area,
Congress can demand and threaten. The
President can refuse and ignore, and the
country is left to judge the rights and wrongs
between them.

The question again intrudes itself: How
can o Senator be curbed when he exceeds
the bounds of his congressional immunity?
The first, though the long-range, recourse
lies with the electorate of his own State,
the livelihood of its own sense of shame,

and the inclination to retire the Senator to
private life.
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Woodrow Wilson many years ago put the
case this way:

“IT the general conditions of the public
service be such as to starve statesmen and
foster demagogs, the Senate itself will be
full of the latter kind, simply because there
are no others available. There cannot be a
separate breed of public men reared espe-
cially for the Senate. It contains the most
perfect product of our politics, whatever
that product may be.”

The second and more Immediate recourse
which suggests itself lies in the hands of the
Senate as a whole. It has the constitutional
power to punish its Members for disorderly
behavior and, with the concurrence of two-
thirds, to expel a Member. Yet, except in
cases of election irregularities or other irreg-
ularities that fall within the scope of crim-
inal law, the free and easy exercise of the
right to expel could lead to habits that
would spell disaster.

Yet the hesitancy of the Senate in the
exercise of this constitutional right also
served a positive good when it kept Senator
Robert La Follette, Sr., In the Senate, de-
spite the national hue and cry during the
First World War that he be thrown out.

The power of the Senate to set standards
for the conduct of its committees is also an
available remedy for the abuse of power.
Co al investigations go on all the
time in directions other than the ferreting
out of subversives. Thus, any uniform im-
position of committee rules, inspired by a
desire to curb the excesses of a Senator
inquiring into Communist activities, could
seriously impede the swift, effective, and fair
inquiry into matters touching on, say, the
economy of the Nation.

It should be recognized equally that the
rules, once adopted, are meaningless unless
there are men on the committees who will
see that they are respected in actual prac-
tice. It is difficult to understand why this
minimal precaution is not taken. Commit-
tee assignments are made by party leaders.

More specifically, the party in power has
the means, direct or indirect, to deny a
Senator the chairmanship of his committee.
It can, for example, take the lead in denying
him the funds to operate. Or, if it chooses
out of respect for the seniority system to
give him the chairmanship, it can at least
stiffen the backbone of the chairmen of
other standing committees whose preserve
he has repeatedly invaded, and to have them
assert their primacy against his.

One must reluctantly admit that of itself
none of this would prove an ironclad guar-
antee against continued abuses. Accord-
ingly, there might be some profit if the
Senate gave serious consideration to a plan
that was submitted to the House In 1920.
It provided for a Committee on the Abuse
of Privilege in Speech and Debate, to con-
gist of five members. These would be au-
thorized to hold hearings on the complaint
of any person that untrue charges, accusa-
tions, or statements had been made by a
Member speaking on the floor, and to rec-
ommend censure or discipline for a Member
whose words were found slanderous. In pre-
cise compliance with the letter and intent
of the Constitution, the Member would thus
be questioned only on the floor of the body
before whom the offensive words had been
uttered.

Beyond this, there remains the all-impor-
tant curbing power of the President. It does
not involve what the President can do
directly to a Senator who sets himself up as
a sovereign state, though here, as a mini-
mum, the President has & constitutional
duty to protect the executive branch from
any legislative usurpations—a duty which
even President Harding, the creation of the
Benate, recognized. It Involves, rather,
what the President does to make himself the
effective party pro tem of the entire Nation.
and the source to which all look for effective

Cc—2323
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leadership through a complicated masze of
political problems.

If the President chooses to be a conven=-
tional narrow party leader, he will lose not
only what he has narrowed down. He will
also lose the Nation.

But if he chooses to be the party pro tem
of the Nation, his conventional party will
be forced to comply with his wishes. Here,
then, by this means, standing outside the
Senate, yet guiding its activities through
the party mechanism, he can hobble the
Senatorial demagog, while respecting the
legal principle of a separation of powers
between the legislature and the executive.
This was President Jefferson's way of han-
dling Senator John Randolph. It can be
President Eisenhower's way of
Senator McCARTHY.

The device, admittedly, depends for its
success on all the complicated and undefin-
able uses of the political art. Yet it remains
a fact that the rise of the demagogues in the
past—and there have been many of them—
has been in a direct ratio to the failure of
the President to do what is expected of him
as the political leader for the entire Nation.
And the fall of the demagogues, equally, has
been in a direct ratio to the success of a
President in offering his own person as the
inspirational source and the magnet for the
Nation’s creative partisanship.

When that has happened, the mounte-
banks have been crowded off the center of
the stage, have been disconnected from their
mass base, and have In time been reduced
to a faint, impotent, whimpering yet baf-
fling footnote to the main course of Ameri-
can history.

REDUCTION OF EXCISE TAXES—
LETTER FROM NATIONAL BOARD
OF FUR FARM ORGANIZATIONS,
MILWAUKEE, WIS.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have
received a letter from the National Board
of Fur Farm Organizations, Milwaukee,
Wis,, relating to the excise-tax bill which
will soon be before the Senate. I ask
unanimous consent that the letter be
printed at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Natiowar Boarp oF
Fur FARM ORGANIZATIONS,
Milwaukee, Wis., March 20, 1954.
The Honorable ALEXANDER WILEY,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR WiLEY: The National Board
of Pur Farm Organizations, representing 40
regional fur farm organizations throughout
25 States, and approximately 5,000 fur farm-
ers, endorses excise tax bill, H. R. 8224,
presently before the Senate, and strongly
urges its passage.

The fur farmers of this country constitute
an extremely distressed industry and belleve
that they are entitled to much greater relief
than the other industries which are recelv-
ing a reduction of excise tax to 10 percent.
However, they are willing to take half a loaf
at this time, with the sincere hope that
further relief will be given by the next
Congress if this tax relief does not prove
sufficient.

Last year approximately 1,500 fur farmers
were forced out of business. Their fallure
was due, principally, to the backlog effect of
lack of consumer buying due to the ex-
orbitant wartime excise tax. The retail sales
which were made resulted in the fur farmers
receiving de prices for their pelts,
many below the cost of production, because
the retail price was limited, and the excise
tax, instead of being added to the retail price,
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was virtually passed back against the fur
farmer, with resulting lower prices to him.

It is the consensus of the group of Ameri-
can fur farmers that failure to give relief
from the excise tax at this time would pre-
cipitate a failure in the mink industry com-
parable to that which destroyed the silver fox
industry.

We respectfully submit that the passage
of H. R. 8224 will result in the following:

A. Increased revenue to the United States
Treasury through increased excise tax on
furs, due to Increased sales to consumer.

B. Increased revenue to the United States
Treasury due to increased income tax, from
operating at a profit rather than a loss.

C. Decrease in failures and bankruptcies
of fur farmers, buyers, dyers, dressers, man-
ufacturers, wholesalers, and retallers,
through Increased sales to ultimate con-
sumer.

D. Every segment of the fur industry, from
the fur farmer to the ultimate consumer, will
be benefited by increased volume of sales.

E. Greater employment will result from
incrased veolume of turnover of raw products,
goods in process, and finished goods.

F. All supplier industries will be able to
furnish egquipment, refrigeration, and other
needed supplies throughout the industry to
replace obsolete, deteriorated, wornout, and
depleted items.

With relief from the excise tax the Amer-
ican fur farmer will be more abile to compete
with foreign producers of low quality furs
due to increased consumer demand for better
gquality merchandise.

Our oldest industry, the American fur
farmers, will greatly appreciate your support
and the support of the other distinguished
Members of both Houses of Congress in en-
acting into law a reduction of the excise tax
on furs to 10 percent.

Respectfully yours,
Arnvorp W. MULHERN,
Execulive Secretary.

THE NEED FOR EXPANDED CIVIL
DEFENSE

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have
already commented on the Senate floor
regarding the ominous implications of
the explosion of the new H-bomb models.
Unfortunately, the news of these grim
new developments has tended to make
some people feel a sense of resignation
before what they regard as the inevi-
table. There is a feeling in some quar-
ters of “Oh, well, we can’t do anything
about the terrible H-bomb.”

Actually, the reverse is the case. We
can and must do a great deal about it.

‘We must persevere in our efforts for a
constructive foreign policy of leadership
and, in particular, for President Eisen-
hower’s efforts toward a pool of atomic
materials.

Meanwhile, on the homefront we
must continue our efforts for expanded
civil defense. Why? Because the new
H-bomb developments make it more
necessary, rather than less necessary,
for civilian preparedness, in order to
minimize casualties. Throughout our
Nation, enlightened, alert public offi-
cials and citizens are continuing to
spearhead the effort for civil defense.
iTne.v are not waiting for “George to do

t.!l

My own State of Wisconsin has, T am
glad to say, been a leader in homefront
protection. I hold in my hand the text
of an informative release by the Wis-
consin Office of Civil Defense, of which
Maj. Gen. Ralph H. Olson is director.
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I append to it excerpts from the January,
1954, memorandum of the organization,
Civil Defense Research Associates.
These excerpts describe a White House
conference on this issue. I ask unani-
mous consent that both these items be
printed at this point in the body of the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the release
and excerpts from the memorandum
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Is CiviL DEFENSE REALLY NECESSARY?

Frond time to time, we are asked, “Is civil
defense really necessary?” We belleve that
it is, and here is why:

1. President Eisenhower told the Congress
in his state of the Union and budget
messages that civil defense is vital to our
national security.

2. The President told the mayors’ confer=-
ence at the White House in December that
civil defense is probably the most impor-
tant problem facing our Nation today, and
that every municipality has a part in it.

3. The Congress appropriated $49 billion
for military purposes for the 1953 fiscal year.
If there is a threat of such magnitude as to
require spending $49 billion for military pre-
paredness in 1 year, then there certainly is
need for protection on the homefront.

4. The Federal Civil Defense Administra-
tion is the only Federal agency which had
its budget increased by the Congress for this
fiscal year.

5. National leaders have stated on numer-
ous occasions that the international situa-
tion has not lessened the need for vigilance
one jota since the end of the Korean war.

If we are to carry out a realistic civil
defense program, it is up to government at
all levels to provide the money and man-
power to do the job. And it is up to our
public officials to provide the leadership that
is needed for every community to have ade-
quate civil defense. '

If civil defense Is really necessary, and
there seems to be little doubt of that, we
must all take it seriously and carry out our
roles in it wholeheartedly.

WaITE HoUusE CONFERENCE FOR MAYORS ON
CiviL DEFENSE

(By Frank P. Zeidler, mayor of Milwaukee)

Gov. Val Peterson deserves great credit
for the caliber of men chosen to appear
before the mayors and the forthright dis-
cussions on policy which ensued from the
many profound and weighty statements of
policy offered. Speakers included the Presi-
dent and Vice President, Allen Dulles (CIA),
Walter Bedell Smith (Under Secretary in
Btate Department), Roger Eyes (Department
of Defense), Robert Cutler (NSC), Henry
Cabot Lodge (United States representative
to U. N.), Marion Folsom (Under Secretary
of Treasury), Arthur Flemming (U. 8. De-
fense Mobilization), and Admiral Radford
(Chief of Staff).

All developed certain conditions under
which eivil-defense problems must be viewed

+ and agreed that long-range Soviet objectives
of world domination remain unaltered, al-
though the danger to the United States is
possibly less than a few months ago.

Governor Peterson offered three alterna-
tives: dispersal or evacuation, going under-
ground, or dylng. Number three being no
alternative, and since no underground shel=-
ters are available, dispersal alone remains.

A suggested course for further review of
civil defense by the NSC, of sorting out for
each level of Government its responsibilities,
was adopted by the conference.

All, including the President, pointed out
that the military could not assume defense
of cities, and each city must carry out the
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necessary operations for self-protection.
Arthur Flemming (ODM) said every pubic
official should ask himself “Am I doing every-
thing humanly possible to deal with facts
of the atomic age in carrying on the work
of my city?”

Summarizing the statements of policy of-
fered:

1. The character of atomic weapons has
greatly expanded.

2. Ability to deliver them far exceeds abil-
ity to protect from them.

3. The military is not in a position to give
cities absolute protection and cities must
therefore consider themselves extremely vul-
nerable.

4. There 18 no immediate protection for
cities other than prewarning, evacuation,
and dispersal of target facilities.

5. The task of bringing this message home
to the people of the United States is still as
great as ever.

6. The Natlonal SBecurity Council should
endeavor to study the problem further and
assign specific responsibilities to the various
levels of government.

The conference was a first-rate effort by
the administration to bring to the mayors
of the United States current and pertinent
facts about civil defense, and there was great
satisfaction that the administration was en-
tirely open in its attitude toward the mayors
and toward giving them the facts.

THE MENACE OF COMMUNISM IN
LATIN AMERICA

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, there is
now being compiled under my direction
a new edition of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee Print entitled,
“Strength of the International Com-
munist Movement.” This study was re-
leased last October by the Special Sub-
committee on Security Affairs, of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee. It
met with a tremendously favorable reac-
tion throughout the Nation. The ma-
terial in it is now being brought up to
date and expanded upon somewhat.

The revised edition should be available
for distribution from the committee
within a few weeks. Itsaim is to portray
the growth of communism throughout
the world, in order that we and all other
free peoples may be in a better position
to combat this rising menace. One of
the areas it spotlights, for example, is
Latin America. At long last, the menace
there—which for so long had virtually
been ignored, unfortunately—has been
the subject of recent action at the Tenth
Inter-American Conference at Caracas.

On the most critical phase of this
problem, I, for one, had on January 14
and February 4, commented on the Sen-
ate floor on the Communist beachhead
in Guatemala. It is my intention to
present further facts on the critical

problem there. Recent events have un- -

derlined the urgency of my remarks, and
have emphasized the soundness, too, of
the general observations made by Secre-
tary of State Dulles, at Caracas, on the
overall problem of Soviet intervention
in the hemisphere.

In connection with Latin American
communism, I was interested to read in
the March 22 issue of the magazine, the
Freeman, an article entitled “Is Latin
America Next?"—that is, next on the
Communist timetable for internal de-
struction,
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I ask unanimous consent that a few
excerpts from the article be printed at
this point in the body of the REcorb.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Is Latiwy AmEericAa NexT!
(By Eudocio Ravines)

Today Latin Amerlca occupies the same
place in Moscow's blueprint for conquest that
China did 20 years ago.

The BSoviet press is glving considerable
space and analysis to Latin American sub-
Jects. For the first time in its history,
Pravda has reproduced editorials from official
Argentine newspapers, and has devoted long
and detailed articles to such Bolivian prob=-
lems as tin mining and the National Revolu=-
tlonary Movement of Paz Estensoro, as well
as to current questions in Chile and Ar-
gentina. Such analyses could not have been
published without exclusive sources of in-
formation in high places.

It is no longer a mystery that in Prague
there are special schools with Spanish-speak-
ing professors, and with teachers brought
from China to convince the students of the
wonders that can be achieved by communism
in backward countries. These schools are
continually visited by Latin American dele-
gates who claim that they do not belong to
the Community Party.

THE GUATEMALAN WAY

Moscow's basle, immediate task in Latin
America is to build a huge national front
similar to the one that has gained power in
Guatemala. BSince the Moscow Congress held
in October 19562, the Kremlin has emphasized
that “the Communist way in Latin America
is the Guatemalan way.” In following the
Guatemalan way there is no need to build
mass parties which would only serve to stir
up alarm and hence lead to repression. Mos-
cow remembers the case of Chile, where the
fact that a strong Communist Party had won
control of three ministries and a cabinet of
11 members caused panic, and the party was
quickly declared illegal.

The long-range Soviet charts for operation
Latin America count on a prolonged eco-
nomic depression there. It s expected that
a decline in the demand for raw materials,
unemployment, lowered living standards for
workers—and as & result, the deepening of
discontent, already so explosive a force in
Latin America—will stir up 111 will toward the
United States.

For the essentlal factor in Communist
strategy for Latin America consists in help-
ing and bringing together all the elements
hostile—or the least favorable—to the United
States. This is seen not as an alliance of
the Communist Party with other parties, but
as a broad and variegated movement, a mix-
ture of peoples and groups that are political=
1y diverse, and united only in their antago-
nism to Yankee imperialism. Propaganda
and activity in Latin America is developing
along the lines suggested by Dimitri Ma-
nuilsky, former president of the Communist
International: “For backward countries,
backward politics.”

ECONOMIC TROUBLES BLAMED ON UNTITED STATES

All Latin America’s 1lls, according to Mos-
cow’s plan, are blamed on the United States.
The Communists accuse the “Colossus of the
North” of having hindered South America’s
industrialization in order to avold competi-
tion; of having supported dictatorships; of
having caused a rise in the dollar to depre-
ciate national currencies, and thus buy cheap
and sell dear. At the same time, the Latin
American Communists point out that the
remedy for their countries’ economic diffi-
culties may well come from trade with the
Orient, with Russia, and the satellite coun-
tries.




1954

Trade with Soviet Russia has not helped
Argentina solve her economic problem to the
extent that government economists had
hoped. It is far from the amount of $400
million a year which Moscow and Buenos
Aires have loudly announced.

In Brazil, propaganda for establishing
trade relations with Russia, following Ar-
gentina’s lead, has been intensified in re-
cent months. * * *

In Chile, the supporters of the Communist
Party are launching intensive propaganda
to convince Chileans of the Immense bene-
fit which would come from selling to Rus-
sia copper the United States cannot buy—
a sale estimated at more than $200 million
a year. In Bolivia, the same propaganda s
developing in respect to tin, the only im-
portant product of the Andes plateau and
the axis around which Bolivian life mvol:;a.
In Mexico similar propaganda, carefully cul-
tivated by the followers of Vicente Lombardo
Toledano, is less noisy and more subtle and
deep-rooted. This kind of propaganda—in
view of the countries’ poverty, their scanty
technical development and hopes for indus-
trialization—is playing an important part
in “Operation Latin America.”

NUMBERS NO INDICATION OF RED STRENGTH

The high point of militant communism in
Latin America was the decade of the forties,
especially after Hitler's attack on Soviet
Russia. At that time the number of Com-
munists in all Latin America passed the half
million mark. Today this number has
dropped by more than 60 percent. But a
considerable contingent has left the Commu-~
nist Party deliberately and is working for
its cause in the parliaments, ministries, and
diplomatic posts, in labor organizations, in
such groups as the Masons, scouts, law col-
leges, and on the editorial stafls of publica-
tions both radical and conservative. These
Communists, apparently detached from Mos-
cow, follow underground orders—some to
further their own careers, some because of
the threat of blackmall that hangs over
them.

L] L L L] L

“Operation British Guliana,” developed by
the Jagans and a Communist group so small
that all of them could probably be seated in
a living room, succeeded very well in carry-
ing out the tactics outlined at the 1952
Moscow Congress.

Thus, party membership is no indication
of communism's strength. In Mexico the
Communist Party at its peak did not have
more than 30,000 members. But from this
it would be naive to conclude that it did not
have powerful influence and friends in places
important to the Eremlin's plan. A selected
group of Spanish refugee Communists works
intimately with Toledano and the leaders of
his party in stirring up anti-American feel-
ing. Communism in Mexico controls trade
unions and influential groups in the Na-
tional University and the Ministry of Edu-
cation and Labor, Many Mexican leaders
who are certainly Communists are ardent
proselytizers for communism.

A similar phenomenon can be seen In
Brazil, where Communist activities have de-
veloped through popular parties, liberal or-
ganizations, and secret cells, which work
primarily in the military training schools
and within the armed forces. The project
proposed by Manulilsky at the secret confer-
ence of the Communist Parties of Latin
America In 1934—transforming the mnorth-
eastern part of Brazil, at the mouth of the
Amazon, into a kind of Latin-American
Vietminh—has by no means been abandoned.

In Chile, though the party has been out-
lawed, Communists have bored within the
movement of President Ibafiez, infiltrated
the Radical Party, and arranged visits to Iron
Curtain countries by politiclans who, though
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not Communists, were used later as propa=-
gandists

The Communists are working hard within
the left wing of Peronism in Argentina, and
the left sectors of the Accién Democratica of
Venezuela and the Alianza Popular Revo-
lucionaria of Peru.

A recent departure in Latin American
communism is political brotherhood between
the Stalinists and Trotskyites. Since the
deaths of Stalin and Berla, an era of apparent
collaboration has begun. For example, the
Chilean Stalinists are cooperating with the
Partido Obrero Revolucionario of Bolivia,
founded by the Trotskyite Tristan Maroff.

- - - - -

The propaganda and activity of the Com-
munists are extremely vulnerable. They rest
on half-truths—in which lies their strength,
but can also lie their 8. A move-
ment which works as a fifth column for a
foreign country is presenting itself as the
champion of nationalism. A party sup-
posedly of the proletariat is not directed by
workers in a single Latin American country.
Its leaders are drawn from professional
groups, intellectuals, and the middle class.

Anti-Communist actlon is weak and spo-
radic. Isolated groups fight alone. But
Moscow’s Operation Latin America is a force
which must be combated, a danger to the
future of our hemisphere that cannot be
underestimated.

COMBATING THE TERRIBLE ACCI-
DENT TOLL OF FIREWORKS

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I send to
the desk the text of a statement I have
prepared on the subject of the need for
prompt and effective legislation to con-
trol the menace of fireworks. I ask
unanimous consent that its text, along
with certain appended materials, be
printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD at
this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and accompanying papers were or=
dered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

BTATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY

WHY THE SENATE MUST ACT PROMPTLY ON

8. 2245

I have commented on several previous oc-
casions on the imperative necessity of speedy
action on legislation to control the mensace
of fireworks.

It has been my earnest hope for many
weeks that a bill for this purpose, 8. 2245,
would be reported from the Senate Judiclary
Committee. Unfortunately, final action has
been delayed in that group.

I hope, however, that at the very next
meeting of our committee, my colleagues
will report this legislation favorably.

I have already obtained a commitment
that there will be a definite vote on this issue
at the next meeting.

THE TOLL OF ACCIDENTS ON JULY 4TH

I want to point out that Independence
Day—July 4th is drawing very close.

‘We look forward, of course, to this great
patriotic occasion with joy and happy an-
ticipation, but those of us who recognize
this fireworks problem anticipate the in-
evitable accident toll from fireworks on that
day with deep concern.

I am informed that already certain fire-
works dealers are offering special bonuses
of super firecrackers to youngsters who send
in mai] orders before April 20.

1 say there is absolutely no reason why the
independence of our country should be cele-
brated by a single American child losing his
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eye or a finger or a hand from these danger-
ous devices.

THE TOLL IN ILLINOIS ALONE

Among the several letters which I am ap-
pending to this statement is a message from
a committee in one district of Lions Inter-
national.

‘This letter points out that In the last 2
years in 1 State alone—Illinois—there were
486 fireworks accidents. Of these, 112 were
serlous eye injurles resulting In impatrment
of children’s vision. In at least 13 of the
cases, Illinois lost 1 eye.

This is obviously a senseless, inhuman toll
to tolerate for 1 month longer, or 1 year
longer.

It is fantastic that on the one hand we
should devote effort as we soundly do to
try to protect our beloved children—to safe-
guard thelr morals, to traln their minds,
to contribute to their religious upbringing,
but then should permit these innocent little
tikes to inflict untold damage upon them-
selves through fireworks—damage for which
they must suffer the rest of their lives.

I say that every United States Senator
who is a parent, every United States Senator
who has little nephews and nieces is honor-
bound particularly to look after those little
ones and to protect uncounted other chil-
dren in time to come who will be maimed
by this fireworks menace.

OUR INDEBTEDNESS TO REFRESENTATIVE CHURCH

The Nation is indebted to Representative
MarcUERITE 8. CHURCH, Republican, of Illi-
nois, for her splendid battle in 4 successive
years for this vital protective legislation.

I am sure that, had it not been for her
able persistence, we would not have made
as much progress as we have made toward
this objective.

WILEY AMENDMENT TO CHURCH BILL

At the next Judiciary Committee meeting,
I shall offer a minor amendment to clarify
one particular point of 8. 2245—the bill
which is identical to Mrs. CHURCH'S H. R.
116.

The amendment, which merely adds the
word "State,” will have this effect. The pro-
hibition on shipments into States which
ban the use of fireworks shall by means of
the amendment, refer explicitly rather than
merely implicity only to State laws, as such,
rather than to municipal or county ordi-
nances,

Obviously, 1t 1s difficult for a shipper to
know what all the diverse city and county
ordinances may be which prevail in all the
counties and cities of the United States.
The shippers can, however, relatively easily
learn what the 48 State laws are on the State
statute books.

THE SO-CALLED ALTERNATIVE BILL

There has been some indication that op-
ponents of 8. 2245 will attempt to substitute
for it 8. 1722. ‘This so-called alternative
which would try to shift responsibility to
the ICC is not an alternative at all

The Interstate Commerce Commission,
which would unwillingly be charged with
control over shipment of fireworks, has
stated In a letter to the distinguished
chairman of the Senate Judiciary Commit-
tee, Mr. Lancer, that It has no experience
or ability to attempt to take over this respon-
sibility. It has no available staff, no facili-
ties, and, In effect, no desire. So, the ICC
strongly and rightly opposes S. 1722,

I say that to vote for S. 1722 is to vote
against any effective fireworks control.

I append now: (a) the text of the ICC
letter; (b) Iletters from public-spirited
groups, such as the Texas Congress of Par-
ents and Teachers, supporting the only effec-
tive bill now before us, namely 8. 2245; and
(c) finally a list of a few of the many organi-
zations supporting H. R. 116 and 5. 2245.
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INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION,
Washington, May 14, 1953.
Hon. WrLLiAM LANGER,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My DeEAR CHAIRMAN LaNGER: Your letter
of April 29, 1953, addressed to the Chairman
of the Commission and requesting a report
on S. 1722 introduced by Senator BUTLER of
Maryland, for himself and Senator BEALL,
to amend title 18, United States Code, 50 as
to regulate the transportation and shipment
of fireworks, has been referred to our Coms=-
mittee on Legislation and Rules. After care-
ful consideration by that committee, I am
authorized to submit the following com-
ments in its behalf:

In this bill it is proposed to impose crim-
inal liability upon any person who “know-
ingly imports, brings, carries, transports, or
delivers for transportation, in interstate or
foreign commerce, fireworks other than those
conforming to standards of safety that shall
have been prescribed by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission.” Accordingly it would
provide:

“The Commission shall determine appro-
priate standards of safety for all fireworks
which may be used by the publie, and shall
formulate regulations (1) to determine those
articles of fireworks which comply with such
standards of safety, and (2) to provide for
the ldentification of such articles of fireworks
in all eategories of commerce.”

At present the Commission is charged with
the duty of prescribing regulations intended
to promote the safe transportation of explo-
sives and other dangerous articles, including
fireworks. This function is related to the
Commission's general regulatory powers with
respect to transportation.

8. 1722 proposes to impose on the Com-
mission the duty of passing upon the ques-
tlon of what fireworks may be safely used
by the general public without regard to
safety of transportation. Thereby the au-
thority of the Commission would be extended
to a field in which it has had no experience.
It has no staff of employees or physical facili-
ties for making the determinations which
would be necessary. In our opinion, the pro-
posed enlargement of our powers would be
extremely undesirable.

We recommend that 8. 1722 do not pass,

Respectfully submitted.

WaLTEr M. W. SrLAWN,
Chairman.
CHARLES D. MAHAFFIE,
HucH W. CroOSS,
Committee on Legislation and Rules.

THE TexAs CONGRESS OF
PARENTS AND TEACHERS,
Austin, Tex., March 15, 1954.
The Honorable ALEXANDER WILEY,
National Capitol Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR WILEY: I am writing in be=
half of S. 2245, which is now being consid-
ered by members of the Senate Judiclary
Committee.

We in the Texas Congress of Parents and
Teachers, an organization with a membership
of over 475,000, are deeply concerned with
the welfare and safety of our children. It
is our belief that the passage of this bill
could do much to curb the great number of
injuries occurring to youngsters as a result
of this form of entertainment. The cele-
bration of Independence Day, as well as that
of other holidays, certainly could be observed
in & more inspiring manner.

‘We urge that you, as a member of this sub-
committee, recommend the passage of this
bill.

Thanking you, I am,

Very sincerely,
Mrs. C. C. REDDING,
State Legislation Chairman.
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THE CHICAGO OPHTHALMOLOGICAL SOCTETY,
Chicago, 1ll., March 19, 1954.
Hon. AreExaNDER WILEY,
United States Senate,
Senate Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SenATOR WILEY: May I urge your
favorable action on Senate bill 2245. The
passage of this bill will help protect many
people from needless injuries.

Obviously, each State should have the
right to control the fireworks problem, and
this should be a big step forward.

Sincerely yours,
Gam R. SopPer, M. D.

RoserLanp Lions CLUB,
Chicago, 1ll., March 19, 1954.
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY,
Member, Senate Judiciary Committee,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

HoNoORABLE Sir: Our entire membership,
in conjunction with all Lions in district 1-A,
Joins in requesting that your committee
approve bills H. R. 116 and 5. 2245.

Lions everywhere are vitally interested in
sight conservation as one of our prime ob-
jectives. We feel that the above bills
will curb the vicious practice of fireworks
manufacturers selling fireworks to children
through the medium of ads in newspapers
and magazines in States where the sale of
fireworks is prohibited by law. We do not
oppose the sale and use of fireworks for legal
supervised display; in fact, we have spon-
sored such displays.

In the past 2 years there have been 486
fireworks accidents reported in our State.
Of these, 112 were serious eye injuries re-
sulting in impairment of vision for many
children, and in at least 13 of these cases
youngsters have lost one eye or were totally
blinded in one eye.

You will agree that this 1s a pretty high
price to pay just to enable some fireworks
manufacturer to make a profit.

We have legislation in Chicago and Illi-
nols banning the sale of fireworks, with ex-
cellent enforcement, but have no protection
from out-of-State dealers who ship fireworks
into our State, especially to irresponsible
minors.

Lions in every State are interested in these
bills and the protection that they will give
our children. Therefore, we strongly urge
that you work to save the vision of our
children by voting approval of these bills
when they come before your committee on
March 22.

Very truly yours,
WALTER G. GRANGER,
Chairman, Sight Conservation
and Blind Committee,

OrGANTZATIONS SvUpPoRrTING H. R. 1168 AnD

8. 2245 As COMPILED BY REPRESENTATIVE
CHURCH

American Municlpal Assoclation; National
Association for Prevention of Blindness;
American Foundation for the Blind; Ameri-
can Optometric Assoclation; American Medi-
cal Association; General Federation of Wom-
en’s Clubs; National Congress of Parents and
Teachers, Inc.; Illinois Society for the Pre-
vention of Blindness; Chicago Junior Asso-
ciation of Commerce and Industry; Roseland
Lion’s Club of Chicago; Anti-Cruelty So-
ciety; Illinois Federation of Women's Clubs;
Industrial Home for the Blind, Brooklyn,
N. Y.; Kiwanis Club; National Fire Protec-
tion Association; New Jersey Optometric As-
sociation; Pennsylvania Federation of the
Blind: Waukegan-North Shore Chamber of
Commerce; Funeral Services Associated;
Chicago Federation of Community Commit-
tees; Broadway Association, Inc.; Keystone
State Fair Chiefs Association; Oklahoma
Medical Research Institute and Hospital;
Commission for the Blind, State of New Jer=
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sey; North Carolina State Commission for
the Blind; the American Assoclation of
Workers for the Blind; Lions Clubs through-
out the United States; Illinois Association
of Chiefs of Police, Inc.; Business and Pro-
fessional Women's Clubs.

REDUCTION OF THE BUDGET

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have re-
ceived from a number of taxpayers' asso=
ciations in the State of Wisconsin many
anxious expressions with regard to the
need for curbing Federal spending and
relieving present heavy Federal taxes.

Our citizens recognize more and more
that every effort must be made to econ-
omize wherever possible in order to min-
imize the deficit which is looming so
ominously before us and in order to re-
lieve taxpayers’ burdens.

I present two of these messages in the
nature of resolutions, one from a re-
gional conference of eastern Wisconsin
taxpayers’ association, held in Oshkosh,
and the other from Racine (Wis.) Tax-
payers’ Association.

I ask unanimous consent that the res-
olutions be printed at this point in the
body of the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

FEDERAL BUDGET

Whereas the current generation of Amerl-
cans has lived through an era of constant
expansion of government at all levels with
& resultant growth in tax burden; and

Whereas this expansion has resulted in
local property taxes and the State executive
budget more than doubling since World
War II and the Federal budget attalning and
keeping proportions 10 times its prewar
size; and

Whereas Federal spending has exceeded
Federal income to the extent that a debt ap-
proaching the $2756 billion statutory ceiling
has been accumulated while the budget pro-
posed for fiscal year 1955 contemplates con=
tinued borrowing; and

Whereas the proposed Federal budget for
19556 contemplates appropriating almost &7
billion to pay interest on the public debt,
making interest payments more than 10 per-
cent of the budget and totallng more than
the Federal budget receipts of 1940; and

Whereas the Federal budget propose? for
1955 will represent, as Wisconsin’s share, tax
receipts of more than $383 for every man,
woman, and child in the State; and

Whereas Federal spending encourages in-
creased local Government spending through
both exa: “ple and offering aid as inducement
to instituting new programs of expansion;
and

Whereas Congress Is considering not only
an unbalanced budget but also new aid for
local schools and increased aid for high-
ways: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That this conference of taxpayer
organizations, in the interest of better, lower-
cost government with control closer to the
people and in the interest of controlled Gov=
ernment spending where it is far from the
people, does hereby urge the Congress of
the United States of America to—

1. Balance the budget by reducing Fed-
eral spending;

2. Pass legislation such as H. R. 2 making
& balanced budget mandatory in the future;

3. Retain the present $275 billion celling
on the public debt;

4. Reexamine and curtail aid programs,
including such school-aid programs as S.
2779 and H. R. T467;

5. Make the taxation of motor fuel the
sole privilege of the States; be it further
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Resolved, That Wisconsin Members of
Congress work for such objectives and
through the proper congressional commit-
tees.

Adopted Oshkosh, Wis.,, March 10, 1954.

RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE:

C. J. FisEg,
Oshkosh Tazrpayers Association,
THoS. F. FITZGERALD,
Waupaca County Tarpayers Association.
Anprew J. HowNESSs,
Sheboygan County Tax Association.
ALBERT J. HAVER,
Fond du Lac Tazpayers Association.
CRAN A. Harr,
Brown County Tax Survey.

Whereas an almost uninterrupted succes-
slon of unbalanced Federal budgets has
pushed the Federal debt nearly to its statu-
tory limit of $275 million; and

Whereas the nearness of this ceiling has
had a restraining effect on Federal spend-
ing; and

Whereas the proposed Federal budget for
1955 calls for appropriations of almost &7
billion just to pay interest on the Federal
debt, making interest payments amount to
more than 10 percent of budget expendi-
tures; and

Whereas raising the ceiling on the debt
would be done only for the purpose of in-
creasing the debt, thus increasing the tax
liability that must be assumed eventually
as the debt is paid off and increasing the
current tax burden, already too heavy, by
adding more to the cost of servicing the
debt: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Racine Taxpayers Associa-
tion meeting this 16th day of March 1954,
That Congress retain the present ceiling on
the Federal debt and through a program of
balanced budgets and expenditure reduction
work toward eliminating the Federal debt
which in itself represents a major cause of
today’'s tax burden; be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be sent to Senators McCarTHY and WILEY
and to Congressman SMITH.

Adopted March 16, 1954.

RACINE TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION,
EvuGeNE A. LELoUP, President.

EXCISE TAX ON TELEPHONE SERV-
ICE—RESOLUTION OF HECTOR
(MINN.) FARMERS UNION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a resolu-
tion adopted by the Hector Local Farm=-
ers Union concerning the excise tax on
telephone service be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrD, as follows:

Hecrtor, MINN., March 15, 1954,
Hon. Hueerr H. HUMPHREY,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR: A meeting of the Hector
Local Farmers Union, representing a member«
ship of 150, was held at Hector, Minn,, today.

The members of the Farmers Union are of
the opinion that it is decldedly unfair to
classify their telephone service along with
luxury items and impose on it a like tax,
and for that reason the following resolution
was unanimously adopted:

“Resolved, That in the opinion of the
members of the Hector Local Farmers Union,
the excise tax on our telephone service, even
with the cut to 10 percent as proposed last
week by the House of Representatives, is de-
cidedly unjust and should be completely re-
moved; be it further

“Resolved, That our Representatives in
Congress be respectfully requested to use
their influence for the outright repeal and
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complete removal of this unjust tax and
that a copy of this resolution be forwarded to
Congressman H. CARL ANDERSEN, Senators Ep-
WaRD J. THYE, and Huserr H. HUMPHREY”
Bincerely yours,
Ray CHRISTENSON,
President, Hector Local Farmers Union.

COMPENSATION FOR POSTAL EM-
PLOYEES—RESOLUTION OF DU-
LUTH (MINN.) BRANCH OF NA-
TIONAL POSTAL TRANSPORT AS-
SOCIATION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a resolution
adopted by the Duluth Branch of the Na=
tional Postal Transport Association, op-
posing the recommendations of the Fry
Associates, and favoring an increase of
$800 per annum for postal employees, be
printed in the RECORD,

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

NATIONAL POSTAL TRANSPORT
ASSOCIATION,
Duluth, Minn., March 15, 1954,
Senator HueserT H, HUMPHREY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeNaTor HumrHREY: The Duluth,
Minn.,, Branch of the National Postal
Transport Association at a regular meeting
on March 9, 1954, adopted the following
resolution:

“Whereas the Postal Department has pro-
posed a reclassification of all positions in
the postal service in accordance with recom-
mendations of the Fry Associates; and

“Whereas under this proposed plan many
positions in our service will be downgraded
and very few would receive any substantial
increase: Therefore be it

“Resolved, That the Duluth Branch in
meeting duly assembled, recognizing this in-
equity, be unalterably opposed to the passage
of this recommendation; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Duluth Branch go on
record as favoring an across-the-board in-
crease of 8800 per annum; and be it further

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution
be sent to the Members of the Senate and
House representing this portion of Minne-
sota and Wisconsin, the president of NPTA,
President Lundeen, and a copy to the editor
of the Postal Transport Journal.”

Respectfully submitted.

WESLEY W. OATES,
Secretary, Duluth, Minn. Branch,
NPTA.

AWARDING OF CERTAIN CON-
TRACTS IN DELAWARE AND MAS-
SACHUSETTS

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorb a series of corre-
spondence I had with the Secretary of
Defense, Charles E. Wilson, regarding
recent awarding of contracts in the
States of Delaware and Massachusetts.

There being no objection, the corre-
spondence was ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, D. C., March 22, 1954.
Hon, CaarLEs E. WiLsON,
The Secretary of Defense,
Washington, D. C.

MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY: In 1953 there was
great concern in my State over the cancella-
tion of the Government's contract for the
purchase of tanks at the Chrysler Tank Plant
in Newark, Del. I and other members of

3695

the congressional delegation discussed this
with your office, and we were advised that
this contract had been canceled and placed.
with the Detroit plant of the General Motors
Corp. for the reason that the General Motors
Corp. had underbid Chrysler by approxi-
mately 10 percent. While expressing regrets
for the loss of this business to our State,
‘we supported you in that decision; we recog-
nized that the American taxpayers were en-
titled to having these purchases made at the
best possible advantage.

However, under date of February 9, 1054,
I called your attention to a report wherein
you had just awarded a $53 million contract
to the Quincy Shipyard of the Bethlehem
Steel Corp. at a cost price of §6,500,000 above
the lowest bidder. In that letter I reviewed
our previous experience of having a Govern-
ment order at the Chrysler plant canceled
and requested that you reconcile that deci-
sion with your recent liberality in the award-
ing of the contract for the three destroyers.

In answer to that letter I have received a
reply over the signature of Mr. R. H. Folger,
the Assistant Secretary of the Navy, in which
he frankly admitted having awarded the
contract to the Massachusetts shipyard at
$6,545,040 above the lowest bid on the basis
that it was necessary to maintain the capac-
ity in skills of the Quincy Shipyard, which
were considered essential in the event of any
full-scale emergency. However, it is signifi-
cant that Mr. Folger completely disregarded
any effort to reconcile this policy with your
previously established policy of awarding
contracts solely on the basis of the lowest
bidder.

As a result of the cancellation of the
Chrysler contract the Newark, Del., plant is
preparing for a shutdown. Unemployment
in my State is of just as much concern to us
as is unemployment in other areas. Your
office insisted during our previous conversa-
tions that unemployment in an area would
not be a consideration in the awarding of
contracts but that such awards would be
made solely on the basis of the lowest bidder,

As one who will be voting upon the appro-
priations for the Defense Department I most
urgently recommend that your policy be to
award these contracts to the lowest bidder,
To do otherwise not only would necessitate
unnecessary expenditures but also would be
an open invitation to each State to see which
could exercise the most political influence,
As a representative of the State of Delaware,
I am asking that you establish one poliey
for all of the 48 States and advise us what
that policy is.

Yours sincerely,
JoHN J, WiLLIAMS,

On previous oceasions I have corresponded
with Secretary Wilson regarding his decision
to transfer the order from the Chrysler plant
at Newark, Del., to the General Motors plant
at Detroit, Mich.

Secretary Wilson had explained that his
decision was based upon the administra-
tion's policy of saving the taxpayers’ money
and had further stated that it was going
to be his policy to award these contracts
on a businesslike basis; that is, to the lowest
bidder.

I supported that decislon; however, it now
appears that the sound business principles
only apply when the contracts go where they
want them to go.

Early in February 1954 an announcement
appeared in the press to the effect that the
Navy had awarded to the Quincy Shipyard
of the Bethlehem Steel Co., Quincy, Mass., a
contract for the construction of three
Sherman-class destroyers at a price of $53,-
022,000. The news article further pointed
out that the Bath Iron Works at Bath, Maine,
had underbid the Boston firm by $814 mil-
Hon. Their lower bid was $46,479,960.

In this article Mr. Robert B. Anderson,
Becretary of the Navy, was quoted as saying
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that he felt 1t was necessary to make an
exception in the Navy's policy of awarding
contracts to the lowest qualified bidder and
to pay this extra $6'% million for the three
destroyers to keep the Quincy yard in
operation.

This decision to throw away an extra $61%
million solely on the basis that they wished
to keep a plant in operation was difficult
to reconcile with a previous decision made
by the same officials in the Defense Depart-
ment to cancel the contract at the Delaware
Chrysler Tank Plant in Newark, Del. In that
instance the contract had first been awarded
to the Chrysler Tank Plant; however, new
bids were called for, and according to the
Defense Department, the Detroit plant of
General Motors Corp. underbid the Delaware
Chrysler plant by approximately 10 percent.

Accordingly the contract was reassigned
to General Motors at Detroit.

On that occaslon I advised the Defense
Department that while we regretted losing
this business in Delaware I would support
their decision to award the contract for these
tanks to the lowest bidder. I still think that
procedure is the sound, businesslike method
in which all Government contracts should
be awarded; however, I must insist that the
same rules as were applied in Delaware be
made applicable to each of the other 48
States.

With this thought in mind I directed the
following letter to the Honorable Charles E.
Wilson, Secretary of Defense, under date of
February 9, 1954:

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, D. C., February 9, 1954.
Hon. CHARLES E. WILSON,
Secretary of Defense,
Washington, D. C.

My DEar Mr. SECRETARY: It has been called
to my attention that the Navy has awarded
to the Quinecy, Mass., shipyard a $53,022,000
contract for three Sherman-class destroyers
although there had been lower bids.

Recently the Defense Department can-
celed its contract with the Chrysler Corp.,
which contract had called for the purchase
of tanks at its Newark, Del., plant and trans-
ferred the contract to the General Motors
Corp. at Detroit on the basis that they were
the low bidder. Naturally we in Delaware
regretted losing this employment in our
State; however, in correspondence with you
I stated that as a Representative of that
State I would support you in the business-
like procedure of awarding contracts to the
lowest bidder,

I am having difficulty, however, in recon=
eclling the cancellation of the Delaware
contract with the Chrysler Corp. with the
procedure followed in the awarding of the
contract on the three destroyers outlined
above. I would very much appreciate hav-
ing an explanation.

Yours sincerely,
Jorw J. WLLIAMS.

On March 8, 1954, I received a reply from
Mr. B. H. Fogler, Assistant Secretary of the
Navy, in which he confirmed the awarding
of the three destroyers to the Quincy ship-
yard in Massachusetts, at a $6,5645,040 pre-
mium over the lowest bid. In this letter he
made a feeble attempt to justify such an
unbusinesslike procedure but completely
ignored their past decision in reference to
the Chrysler contract.

His reply is as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, March 8, 1954.
The Honorable JoEN J. WILLIAMS,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: The Secretary
of Defense has asked me to reply to your
recent letter requesting an explanation of
the procedure followed in awarding a con-
tract for three destroyers to the Quincy,
Mass,, shipyard of the Bethlehem Steel Co.
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at a price higher than that quoted by the
low bidder.

In this procurement, the Navy departed
from its customary practice of awarding its
work to the low bidder, in order to maintain
the capacity and skills of the Quincy ship-
yard which are considered essential in the
event of a full-scale emergency. The Quincy
shipyard is the key yard of the Bethlehem
organization which controls more than a
dozen construction and repair yards dis-
persed throughout the country. Bethlehems
represents about 60 percent of our commer-
cial mobilization potentlial for Navy surface
combatant types of escort vessel size and
above.

The Quincy yard was faced with the pros-
pect of no Navy or commercial ship con-
struction in progress by the end of this year.
Consideration was being given to closing the
yard.

The only two awards in the Navy's 1954
shipbuilding program which would provide
sufficient productive employment to keep
Quincy in operation were the new Forrestal-
class carrier and the destroyers. The price
quoted by Quincy on the carrier was §28,314,-
000 higher than that quoted by the low bid-
der. It was, therefore, in the public inter-
est to make this award to the low bidder,
Newport News Shipbullding & Drydock Co.,
Newport News, Va. The destroyers award
was made to Quincy at a much smaller pre-
mium, £6,545,040.

The low bidder on the destroyers was the
Bath Iron Works. This firm already had
3 destroyers and 3 escort vessels under con-
struction and, therefore, could count on a
level, or slightly increased, workload in fu-
ture months. Preservation of the mobiliza-
tion readiness of this yard was thus assured
for some time to come.

I am enclosing a copy of a recent Navy
statement, along with charts, on this sub-
Ject before the Subcommmittee on Defense
Activities of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee. I trust that this letter, together
with the enclosures, will explain to your
satisfaction why it was in the national inter-
est to award the contract for destroyers to
the Quincy shipyard. If, however, you
should desire additional information regard-
ing this award, do not hesitate to call upon
me.

Bincerely yours,
R. H. FoGLER,
Assistant Secretary of the Navy.

I am asking both the Armed Services Com-
mittee and the Appropriations Committee
to give recognition to this unnecessary waste
of the taxpayers' money, and at the same
time I enlist their support in condemning
this unbusinesslike procedure which would
never have been condoned by the officials in-
volved in their own private business.

NEW MEXICO SENATORIAL
ELECTION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution (S. Res. 220) declaring
the judgment of the Senate to be that no
person was elected as a Member of the
Senate from New Mexico in 1952 and
that a vacancy exists in the representa-
tion of that State in the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. CorpoN].

Mr. HAYDEN obtained the floor.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr, HAYDEN. 1 yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL., It is my under-
standing, as acting majority leader, after
talking with the minority leader, that the
consideration of the New Mexico Sena=-
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torial election contest is to be proceeded
with until a vote is reached, even though
that may mean that the Senate will be
in session until late in the afternoon.
It is his thought and mine that we
should vote at as early an hour as possi-
ble, and that the speeches should be
reasonably brief.

Following the vote on the New Mexico
election contest, it is my intention to
move to take up the excise tax bill.
When consideration of that bill shall
have been concluded, it is the suggestion
of the majority leader [Mr. KNowLAND],
who is unfortunately absent today, that
the Hawaiian-Alaskan statehood bill be
again made the unfinished business of
the Senate.

I hope we may proceed to vote on the
New Mexico senatorial election contest
as quickly as possible.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, as I understand, the Senator ex-
pects to keep the Senate in session until
a vote is reached, even if that means
remaining in session into the evening.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It is my inten-
tion, with the approval of the minority
leader, to keep the Senate in session,
even into the early evening, in ozder
to reach a vote.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, yester-
day I inquired of the junior Senator
from Wpyoming [Mr. BarreTr] as to
whether the record of the electoral vote
for Dwight D. Eisenhower for President
and Ricaarp M. Nixow for Vice Presi-
dent should be corrected by deducting
the 4 electoral votes from New Mexico
which were cast for them in the elec-
toral college.

:1[:11 answer to my question the Senator
said:

I believe that if the objection had been
made in time, and if it had been properly
made, the electoral votes of New Mexico
could have been challenged and could have
been thrown out. Such a procedure of
course would have affected the whole elec-
tion in New Mexico if the challengers had
been able to show that the votes for presi-

dential and vice presidential electors had
been vitiated.

The Senator from Wyoming then re=-
ferred to a motion which I submitted
at the meeting of the Committee on
Rules and Administration, when the
pending resolution was reported to the
Senate. At that time I said that if the
resolution were to be reported declaring
that the senior Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. CravEz] was not entitled to his
seat, there should be attached to the
committee report the following words:

The committee further recommends that
the statement delivered to the Vice Presi-
dent on January 6, 1953, by WiLLiam E. JEN=-
NER and CarL HAYDEN as tellers on the part
of the Senate reporting the electoral vote
for President and Vice President of the
United States for terms heglnnlng on the
20th day of January, 1953, be amended to
show that Dwight D. Eisenhower and
RicHARD M. Nmown did not each receive the
four electoral votes from the State of New
Mexico as accredited to them in sald state-
ment.

That proposal was conditioned upon
a big “if'"—that if the committee report
were to be adopted, it logically followed
that there was no general election in
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New Mexico in 1952, and therefore no
presidential electors were elected.

I am entirely convinced that the com=-
bined returns from all of the voting pre-
cinets in New Mexico for the election
held on November 4, 1952, correctly re-
corded the will of a majority of the
voters in that State in favor of the four
Republican presidential electors pledged
to vote in the electoral college for
Dwight D. Eisenhower to be President
of the United States and Ricmarp M.
Nixon to be the Vice President.

At the same election on every ballot in
every precinct in New Mexico, along with
the names of the four Republican can-
didates for presidential elector, there
was printed the name of Edwin L. Me-
chem, as the Republican candidate for
Governor of New Mexico. I am equally
well convinced that a majority of the
voters in that State cast their ballots in
his favor and the compiled returns from
all the precincts completely justified the
certificate which declared him to be the
duly chosen Governor of New Mexico.

On every ballot which contained the
names of the candidates for presidential
elector and for Governor, there were
printed the names of DENNIS CHAVEZ as
the Democratic candidate for United
States Senator and the name of Patrick
J. Hurley as the Republican candidate
for that samz office. There is no evi-
dence of any kind that any different
method was used in counting the votes
for United States Senator than for any
other candidate whose name was printed
on a ballot. The combined election re-
turns from the entire State showed that
Senator Cuavez had defeated General
Hurley by over 5,000 votes.

But General Hurley was not satisfied
and caused a contest to be filed which
resulted in a recounf of the votes for
United States Senator in 12 counties
selected by him, which was made in ac-
cordance with the procedure specified in
the election laws of New Mexico. As a
result of that recount the recorded ma-
jority for Senator CuAvEz was increased
from 5,071 votes to 5,375 votes, a gain of
304 votes, and in due time he was issued
a certificate of election which reads as
follows: ’

= StaTE OF NEw MEXICO.
To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE OF THE
UNITED STATES:

This is to certify that on the 4th day of
November 1952 DennNis CHAVEZ was duly
chosen by the qualified electors of the State
of New Mexico a Senator from said State to
represent sald State in the Senate of the
United States for the term of 6 years, begin-
ning on the 3d day of January 1953.

Witness: His Excellency, our Governor,
Edwin L. Mechem, and our seal hereto affixed
at Santa Fe, this 29th day of November, in
the year of our Lord 1952.

EpwiN L. MeEcHEM,
Governor, |
By the Governor: |
EvuGENE D. LUuJanN,
Chief Justice of New Mezxico.
BEATRICE B. ROACH,
Secretary of State.

Still not satisfied, General Hurley, on
December 30, 1952, signed and forwarded
to the Senate a petition setting forth
numerous complaints about the way in
which the November 4 election was con=
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ducted, at the close of which he asserted,
“that upon a fair and lawful recount of
the ballots cast at said election, wherein
the matters and things herein alleged
are investigated and given due consid-
eration, this contestant will be decided
to be the duly and lawfully elected Sen-
ator from the State of New Mexico and
declared by your honorable body to have
been elected as such Senator on Novem-
ber 4, 1952.”

Early in January 1953 General Hur-
ley’s petition was referred to the Sub-
committee on Privileges and Elections of
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration which, 14 months later, on March
11, 1954, submitted a report by 2 of its
3 memtkers which completely rejects
the general’'s contention that he was
elected by making a finding “that the
senatorial election did not express that
free will of the people of New Mexico”
and recommending ‘“that no Member of
the Senate was elected from the State of
New Mexico in the 1952 general elec-
tion.”

Yesterday the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. CorponN] offered an amendment to
the resolution, which is the pending
question before the Senate. He pro-
posed to insert at the end of the resolu-
tion reported by the Committee on Rules
and Administration, on page 2, line 3,
after the word “Senate,” the following
words: “And that it is the sense of the
Senate that said vacancy should be filled
only by election held pursuant to the
laws of the State of New Mexico.” .

The amendment is a very clever move
to salve the conscience of Senators who
have scruples about depriving a Demo-
cratic Senator of his seat knowing that
he was elected at the same time and
exactly in the same manner as the Re-
publican Governor of New Mexico. It
is a direect slap at Governor Mechem,
and I cannot believe that he will be
happy about it.

The amendment is wunmistakably
based upon the assumption that the 1952
election in New Mexico was so tainted
with fraud that Mr. Mechem was not
elected to the governorship, but is merely
a de facto governor, who has such a poor
title to the office that he should not be
permitted to make a temporary appoint-
ment to fill a vacancy in the representa-
tion of his State in the Senate.

The Cordon amendment would deprive
the present Governor of New Mexico of
a right granted to him by the Consti-
tution ef the United States. The sec-
ond section of the 17th amendment to
the Constitution relating to the election
of Senators provides:

When vacancies happen in the representa-
tion of any State in the Senate, the execu-
tive authority of such State shall issue writs
of election to fill such vacancies: Provided—

This is very important, Mr. Presi-
dent—
Provided, That the legislature of any State
may empower the executive thereof to make
temporary appointment until the people fill
the vacancies by election as the legislature
may direct.

Legislation to that effect has been en-

acted by the legislatures of every State
of the Union, including New Mexico,
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Since when did the Senate acquire
authority to determine that any person
is not the duly elected and qualified gov-
ernor of a State? That is a right re-
served to the States—a right which no
State will for even a moment concede
to the Senate or to any other arm of
the Federal Government. The Senate
has a perfect right to question the quali-
fications of anyone approved by a gov=
ernor to fill a vacancy in the Senate.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. HENNINGS. 1 should like to have
the Senator from Arizona yield for one
question on a point which he may or may
not have developed, because I was called
Ifrom the floor for a moment. I do not
wish to dilate or elaborate on it, but I
should like to ask the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arizona whether it is not a
basic constitutional requirement and an
unquestioned right of every sovereign
State of the Union to be represented by
two Senators in the Senate of the United
States.

Mr. HAYDEN. The Constitution pro-
vides that the Senate of the United
States shall be composed of two Senators
from each State.

Mr. HENNINGS. Is not the Gover-
nor of New Mexico, under the State law
of New Mexico, required to make such an
appointment if a vacancy should exist?

Mr. HAYDEN. Undoubtedly the Gov-
ernor is required to make such an
appointment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. T yield.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Arizona agree with me that the pending
amendment is a clear violation of the
17th amendment of the Constitution of
the United States, if it means anything
at all?

Mr. HAYDEN. The junior Senator
from Oregon is undoubtedly correct. I
am surprised that the senior Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Corpon] would offer
such an amendment.

Mr. MORSE. According to the Con=-
GRESsSIONAL REcorp of yesterday, in one
place the junior Senator from Oregon
is shown as being responsible for the
amendment. I do not claim such re=-
sponsibility, and I have asked the Official
Reporter to correct the ReEcorp accord-
ingly. I wish to say to the distinguished
Senator from Arizona that I have pre-
pared a brief speech on the unconstitu-
tionality of the proposal, which I shall
deliver as soon as I can obtain the floor.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I well
remember when the senior Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Corpon] first came to the
Senate on March 4, 1944, under an ap-
pointment by Earl Snell, the then Gov-
ernor of Oregon, to fill the vacancy
caused by the death of the very able
Charles L. McNary, who had represented
the State of Oregon in this body for more
than 25 years and was respected and be-
loved by all who knew him.

When Guy Corpon appeared here, we
looked him over and decided that he ap-
peared to be a decent sort of a man who
in time might make a good Senator, so
there was no hesitancy about accepting
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his certificate of appointment and allow-
ing him to take the required oath of of-
fice. I can add that time has demon-
strated that Governor Snell made an ex-
cellent appointment, and Guy CorpoN
has made a good Senator whose industry
and ability are recognized by all his
colleagues.

But, according to the senior Senator
from Oregon, the Senate made a mistake
in 1944. An inquiry should have first
been made as to whether the election
laws of Oregon were so administered that
Earl Snell was in truth and in fact the
duly chosen Governor of that State and
qualified in every respect to appoint Mr.
Corpox to fill the vacancy caused by the
death of Senator McNary. This would
have caused some delay because it is safe
to say that in some precincts in Oregon
there were voters who did not go into a
voting booth to mark their ballots. Un-
less there was a strict adherence to all
the election laws of that State there
would be a cloud upon the Governor's
title to his office which would have to
be cleared up before his appointee could
become a Senator.

The pending Cordon amendment, if
adopted, would deny to the Governor of
New Mexico a right granted to him by
the Constitution of the United States,
and thereby would supply an additional
reason why the entire proposal of the
majority of the committee to remove
Senator CrAvEz from his seat as a Sena-
tor from New Mexico should be rejected
and the substitute proposed by the Sena-
tor from Missouri [Mr. HEnNINGs], which
declares that Senator Cravez is entitled
to retain his seat in this body, should be
adopted.

Mr. POTTER obtained the floor.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Michigan yield to me?

Mr. POTTER. I yield to the Senator
from Tennessee.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I
wish to say just a few words in explana-
tion of my own vote on this matter.

I intend to vote in favor of the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. CaAVEZ] retain-
ing his seat.

My own record, ever since I have been
in politics, discloses that I have sought
to advance the cause of honesty and fair-
ness in election procedures.

I have tried to look at the facts in this
case, and it is upon these facts, as re-
ported by the committee which made the
investigation, that I have made up my
own mind.

Mr. President, I should like at this
point to pay especial tribute to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri [Mr,
Hennines] for the minority views which
he has filed. It is difficult to see how
any fair-minded person could read the
minority views and study them without
reaching the conclusion that the senior
Senator from New Mexico, based upon
the law and upon pure justice, is entitled
to his seat.

The facts are, Mr. President, that Gen-
eral Hurley filed a contest, and, on De-
cember 10, 11, and 12, of last year, a re=
count was conducted in 218 voting divi-
sions in 12 counties of New Mexico which
had been selected by and at the request
of General Hurley. The results of this
recount showed that the Senator from
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New Mexico gained 304 votes, rather
than losing any.

General Hurley then filed his contest
with the Senate. The Senate committee
ordered a recount in Bernalillo County,
comprising approximately 25 percent of
the votes in the State. The result of
this recount showed that the senior Sen-
ator from New Mexico again gained—
not lost—94 votes over those originally
counted for him.

A recount was then ordered in nine
other counties. The Senator from New
Mexico held approximately the same
majority at the conclusion of the recount
in those nine counties as he had at its
beginning.

On the basis of these facts, I frankly
cannot understand why we are being
asked to unseat a Senator who was the
choice of his people to represent them
here.

One of the most compelling points, to
my mind, is what would happen if we
should follow the recommendation of the
committee majority and declare the en-
tire election void insofar as the Senate
seat is concerned.

As originally proposed, the Governor
of New Mexico would fill the vacancy.
Yet, Mr. President, the Governor was
elected at the same time, under precisely
the same conditions that applied to the
election of the senior Senator from New
Mexico and at the same voting places.
If he is not entitled to his seat, then the
Governor of New Mexico is not entitled
to his seat, either.

Mr. President, I am sure that most
Members of the Senate read the excellent
and forthright editerial in the Washing-
ton Post and Times-Herald this morn-
ing. The last paragraph of the editorial
deals with the unusual problem of a gov-
ernor who was elected in the same elec-
tion, under the same circumstances, be-
ing given the right to fill the vacancy of
the man who would be removed and who
was elected under the same circum-
stances as was the governor. The last
paragraph of the Washington Post edi-
torial reads as follows:

If New Mexico's defective procedures make
Senator CaAVEZ' election invalid, they also in-
validate, of course, the election of the State’s
Governor and of its presidential electors, in-
deed of the victors in all the other contem-
porary electoral contests in New Mexico. The
effect would be to disfranchise the State's
citizens—a cure rather worse than the dis-
ease. Senator HENNINGS Is quite justified
in saying that it would “compound injus-
tice” to empower the Governor, “who was
chosen at the same election, under the same
conditions and circumstances, and by the
same voters whom the majority now seeks
to disfranchise—to name a successor to Sen-
ator CHAVEZ.” The result had better be left
alone and the State put on notice to conduct
its balloting more carefully in future.

Mr. President, the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. CorpoN] now proposes that
the Governor not fill the vacancy, if one
should be created. This, of course,
would be only advisory on the part of
the Senate. If the Governor agreed, it
would result in the people of New Mexico
not being represented by a Senator, when
there has been no showing that the sit-
ting Senator was not their choice to
represent them. If this should mean
that the senior Senator from New Mexico
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would carry on until a new Senator could
be elected and qualified, it would be a
very unusual situation. It would mean
that the election was valid for the pur-
pose of keeping the Senator from New
Mexico here for a time, but invalid with
reference to keeping him here for the full
term for which he was elected.

I inquired about contests for local of-
fices in the State of New Mexico at the
time the senatorial contest was being
carried on; and I have been informed
there were 4, in 1 of which a Demo-
crat won, on the basis of a recount, and
the other 3 who asked recounts lost. The
few contests for county offices, together
with the results, are at least prima facie
evidence to me that there was no wide-
spread distrust of the election returns
in New Mexico. In the same election
hundreds of county officials, Democrats
and Republicans, were elected, and no
one has insisted that the election should
be declared invalid as to all those county
officials, many of whom are, of course,
Republicans,

Mr. President, my attention has been
called to a column of March 19 in the
Santa Fe New Mexican, written by Mr.
Will Harrison, who is o well-known and
highly respected political writer in the
State of New Mexico. I am particularly
interested in what Mr. Harrison has to
say, because he and I were reared to-
gether in a small town in Tennessee, and
I have known him all my life and have
confidence in his judgment. I had not
followed his political affiliation, but, ac-
cording to the newspaper column, he is
a member of the Republican Party, or, at
least, votes the Republican ticket. I am
informed that the Santa Fe New Mexican
is a highly respected independent news-
paper in the State of New Mexico.

I think two paragraphs of Mr. Harri-
son’s column should be read at this time
for the information of the Senate:

The BSenate Rules Committee has pro-
claimed that there was no election in New
Mexico in 1952. Hah! Ask Everett Grant-
ham if there was an election out here at that
time., He's still nursing swollen eyes.

Mr. Grantham was the unsuccessful
Democratic candidate for the governor-
ship of New Mexico. On the principle
enunciated by the subcommittee, I as=
sume that if this election is to be thrown
out entirely, Mr. Grantham at the pres=
ent time should be acting as Governor
of New Mexico, because in most cases
the governor is elected for a term or un-
til his successor qualifies. So, if the
theory suggested by the majority of the
committee is correct, perhaps Mr.
Grantham should be acting as governor
of New Mexico,

I read further from the column:

Or try to prove it by Johnny Walker.
still has Dub Evans nightmares.

Mr. Walker was candidate for land
commissioner in the State of New Mex~
ico. I do not understand that there is
any attempt to declare his election in-
valid.

The election as it applied to the candidates
for United States Senator, we are told by the
United States Senate through one of its com=
mittees, just didn't come off. Even Pat
Hurley, the Senate-running Republican,
must have been surprised by that and must

He
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have wondercd what kind of a rathole
caught the dough that went into that cam-
paign. -

The Senate committee investigating the
Hurley contest of the election of Senator
DeEnnNIS CuHAvEz had three possible conclu-
sions—Hurley, CHAVEZ, or nobody. It took
the nobody route which may be the easiest
to sell the Senate but it is the one verdict
that New Mexico people cannot accept with
much confidence. Had the committee gone
ahead and said that Caavez was fairly elected,
or that Hurley was cheated out of the elec-
tion, the public would have pretty much
gone along. But to say that the election was
so confused and corrupt and controverted
that the winuer could not be determined is
too much of a pill for hardly anybody to
swallow.

People familiar with Wew Mexico elections,
and most all of us are, know that the elec-
tion could have been stolen from Hurley, or
that it could have gone fair and square for
CHavez. To say that it was confused to the
point that no winner could be determined
is asking us to accept too much. The Sen-
ate committee proposes to throw out tens of
thousands of votes because there were not
adequate secrecy facilities in the polling
places.

In that connection, Mr. President, I do
not understand that anyone disputes the
statement in the minority views that it
was the thought of Senator Cravez that
there were not sufficient voting places, or
that he, or any of his associates, had any-
thing to do with the way in which the
election was conducted, which resulted in
there being an insufficient number of
secret voting booths for the voters. I
imagine that all Senators, from the re-
spective States, have experienced elec-
tions in which at least some voting places
did not provide sufficient secrecy. While
such a condition may perhaps have been
corrected in some States, it still persists
in others. But those were matters over
which we had no control, and to say that
our seats should be vacated for that rea-
son seems to me to be unreasonable.

I read further from the article in the
Santa Fe New Mexican:

The Senate committee proposes to throw
out tens of thousands of votes because there
were not adequate secrecy facilities in the
polling places. I know what they mean.
My wife Evelyn and I voted at Leah Harvey
Junior High School in Santa Fe where there
were only two curtained booths and most
people voted up against the walls or at the
front of the stage in the auditorium. No-
body looked over my shoulder as I marked
an almost straight Republican ballot. And
they didn't snocop on my wife either, she's
pretty good at blocking off things like that.
I wouldn't want to see the results of that
precinet thrown out because many of us did
vote outside the prescribed secret booths.
But that's what the Senate Rules Committee
proposes,

Mr. President, all of us deplore the lack
of secrecy in the ballot, but it has not
been shown or charged that Senator
CuaveEz or his friends were responsible
for this situation; and it has not been
shown that this eondition had any effect
upon the actual outcome of the election.

I hope New Mexico will reform its elec-
tion laws to assure secrecy of the ballot in
the future. But what is now proposed in
the Senate is an unusual procedure, and
I cannot be a party to it.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Michigan yield?
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Mr.POTTER. Mr. President, with the
understanding that I will not lose my
right to the floor, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may yield to the distinguished
junior Senator from Oregon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the Senator from Oregon may proceed.
THE PROPOSED REPEAL OF THE 17TH AMENDMENT

Mr. MORSE. The Constitution of the
United States may be what the judges
say it is, but it is not yet what a Senator
or the Senate may say it is.

The practice of ignoring court inter-
pretation of the Constitution and the
Constitution itself is becoming chronic
in the Senate. It is somewhat under-
standable that this is so. Last year the
Senate legislated to overturn the deci-
sions of the Supreme Court of the United
States in three separate and clear cases
adjudicating the rights of the United
States in the submerged lands.

This year a major eifort was made to
rewrite the Constitution as it affects the
treaty power. The Senate got red in
the face discussing the Pink case. At
least in the Bricker resolution debate the
attempt to rewrite the Constitution was
made by means of a proposed constitu-
tional amendment. [

The process of tampering with the
Constitution is getting to be a habit.
Now it is the 17th amendment which
some in the Senate are attempting to
rewrite by an amendment to a simple
resolution.

Clause 2 of the 17th amendment hardly
could be more clear. The habit of Con=
stitution rewriting may have gone so
far that this clear language may have
been completely overlooked. It seems in
order to state its provisions:

When vacancies happen in the representa=
tion of any State in the Senate, the execu-
tive authority of such State shall issue writa
of election to fill such vacancies: Provided,
That the legislature of any State may em-
power the executive thereof to make tempo-
rary appointment until the people fill the
vacancies by election as the legislature may
direct.

The 17th amendment does not say that
the State legislature “may empower the
executive thereof to make temporary ap-
pointment until the people fill the va-
cancies by election as the legislature may
direct unless the Senate of the United
States declares it will not honor such an
appointment.”

The amendment proposed by the sen-
jor Senator from Oregon can hardly be
reconciled with the clear provisions of
the amendment which is part and parcel
of the Constitution.

Article I, section 5, of the Constitution
provides:

Each House shall be the judge of the elec-

tions, returns, and qualifications of its own
Members,

‘We are now considering the election[s]
and returns relating to the senior Sen-
ator from New Mexico. If we were fo
decide that the election had been defec-
tive for some reason of law or policy, the
provisions of clause 2 of the 17th amend-
ment would become operative.

The argument seems to be that our
power to pass upon the qualifications of
a Member appointed by the present Gov-
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ernor of New Mexico gives the Senate the
authority to judee not the appointee, but
the Governor.

This argument ill becomes the self-
styled champions of States rights who
were so touchingly concerned with the
States rights to the gravel and clams
lying off the Atlantic and Pacific shores.

What is the explanation for this won-
drous transformation? It is simple, if
not logical.

If the Senate were to declare that the
1952 New Mexico election was invalid
and that no Senator was elected it would
in effect, if not in fact—to borrow from
the minority report—be declaring that
the Governor of New Mexico was not
elected, to say nothing of Representa-
tives and presidential electors. But we
cannot do anything about the Governor
legally, so it is proposed that the Senate
ignore him.

The Republican majority of the Rules
Committee alleges that the New Mexico
election was invalid because voting
booths or insufficient or inadequate vot-
ing booths were provided. They put for-
ward a tortured argument that voting
booths were mandatory and their absence
g[r insufficiency destroyed the whole elec-

on.

Even assuming that this were so—
which I do not concede for a moment in
view, among other reasons, of the actual
longtime practice in New Mexico—the
Senate has before it a mandatory pro-
vision of the United States Constitution
which it is proposed be ignored.

If this amendment is only advisory
it is simply a mere gratuity; if it is to
have any force and effect, if it means
that the Senate ought to ignore any
action taken by the Governor of New
Mexico under the 17th amendment, it is
unconstitutional.

This goes beyond proposing that two
wrongs make a right. It is proposed
that the Senate violate the Constitution
of the United States to rectify an in-
fraction of a State statute.

‘This is legal arithmetic, this is moral
logic, which escapes me.

The proposal is made to avoid the ob-
vious absurdity of replacing a Senator
who was elected in an allegedly invalid
election by the appointee of a Governor
elected at the same time and under the
same circumstances. The majority re=
port does not challenge the senior Sen-
ator from New Mexico. It challenges
the election.

The expediency of the proposed solu-
tion to this obviously ridiculous result of
seating the appointee of the Governor
has a fatal flaw. It is unconstitu-
tional—blatantly unconstitutional—in
my opinion, because all that is necessary
to be done is to read the language of the
17th amendment to see that the amend-
ment offered by the senior Senator from
Oregon cannot be reconciled with the
language of the Constitution.

On the merits, the majority report has
not been supported by reliable and pro-
bative evidence.

The electoral system of the State of
New Mexico is several cubits short of
perfection. So far as appears, the meth-
ods employed in the election of 1952 have
not been improved by State legislation,
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Statements presented in the majority re-
port make it clear that voting booths
have never been used in certain precincts
of the State despite the existence for
many years of a statute which requires
commissioners of election to provide
them. There are other defects in the
methods employed by the State.

However, the imperfections were not
such as to provide the State with evi-
dence which affected the results of its
recount. The incomplete recount con-
ducted by the subcommittee tended to
support the result of the State recount.
The various allegations of the majority
report are confused and unsupported by
evidence upon which the Senate can
reach a reasoned conclusion. The con=-
duct of the successful senatorial candi-
date is not, however, questioned.

Clearly the New Mexico electoral sys-
tem can be improved. So can the sys-
tems of other States.

The Congress has seen fit not to enact
comprehensive legislation governing the
conduct of elections for Federal office.
It has permitted inequities of the kind
disclosed in MacDougal v. Green (335
U. S. 281 (1948)) to go uncorrected.
Congress has permitted outlandish gerry-
mandering of congressional districts to be
perpetuated and reperpetrated. Con-
gress has permitted presidential primary
practices to go totally unregulated so
that the popular will can be thwarted
completely.

It is respectfully suggested that before
we rewrite the 17th amendment on the
floor of the Senate, before we declare the
Governor of New Mexico persona non
grata—as we have no right to do—we
discharge the responsibilities of Con-
gress to protect the integrity of elections
to Federal office.

I shall vote this afternoon fo confirm
the right of the senior Senator from
New Mexico to the seat he now occupies.
In my judgment, on the basis of the
majority report, there is nothing in it
which would justify my voting to unseat
the senior Senator from New Mexico
simply because the New Mexico Legis-
lature has not improved the election laws
of New Mexico as I, as a citizen of this
country, think such laws should be im-
proved. I shall vote to seat the senior
Senator from New Mexico because, in
my judgment, under the provision of the
Constitution that “Each House shall be
the judge of the elections, returns, and
qualifications of its own Members,” there
has not been presented by the majority
report, or by any argument on the floor
of the Senate, a scintilla of evidence
which would justify my voting to un-
seat the senior Senator from New
Mexico.

I wish to thank my good friend, the
Senator from Michigan, for allowing me
this time to make the statement, so that
I may attend a conference.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Oregon
yield for a question?

Mr. MORSE. With the permission of
the Senator from Michigan.

Mr., POTTER. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, I wish
to propound a question to the Senator
from Oregon. In reality, is not the
question before the Senate a proposal for
the expulsion of a Senator?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr, MORSE., Thatiswhat it amounts
to in fact and in effect, although that is
not the form of the proposal.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It
amounts to that in fact. Is it not true
that a two-thirds vote is required to ex=-
pel a Senator?

Mr. MORSE. The Senator has, of
course, correctly stated the vote required
for expulsion,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Michigan
yvield so that I may suggest the absence
of a quorum, without his losing the right
to the floor?

Mr. POTTER. I yield to the distin-
guished minority leader.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Payne in the chair). The secretary will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the eall of the roll be rescinded

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have previously discussed with
several Members who are interested in
the matter, the question of determining
the time for taking the vote on the New
Mexico senatorial election contest. I
hold in my hand a proposed unanimous
consent agreement which I should like
to bring to the attention of the Senate
and have considered by the Members.
Then, if there is no objection, I should
iikf:d to have the proposed agreement en=

ered.

It reads as follows—and if agreeable
to the Senate, I now offer it on behalf of
the majority leader and the minority
leader:

Ordered, That, immediately upon the
adoption of this agreement, on the calendar
day of Tuesday, March 23, 1954, after 4 hours
of general debate, the Senate proceed to
vote without further debate upon any
amendment or motion (including appeals)
that may be pending or that may be pro=-
posed to Senate Resolution 220, declaring
the judgment of the Senate to be that no
person was elected as a Member of the Sen-
ate from New Mexico in 1952 and that a
vacancy 2xists in the representation of that
State in the Senate; and on question of
agreeing to the said resolution: Provided,
That no amendment that is not germane
to the subject matter of the said resolution
shall be received.

Ordered further, That the time be equally
divided between the proponents and op-
ponents of the resolution, and controlled,
respectively, by the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. Bareerr] and the Senator from Mis~
souri [Mr. HENNINGS].

Mr. President, if the agreement is en-
tered into—and I have previously dis-
cussed it, as I have said, with the ma=
jority leader—the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. BarrerT] will control 2 hours
of the time, and the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. Hennines] will control 2
hours; and at approximately 5:15 p. m.,
if all the time is used, we shall proceed
to vote on the various amendments, sub-
stitutes, and the original resolution; and
we shall be able to plan our time accord-
ingly, and Senators will be able to make
arrangements for their schedules for the
remainder of the week, So I think such
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an arrangement will be very helpful to
everyone concerned.

After all, Mr. President, on tomorrow
we hope to reach the excise-tax bill.
The present act has an expiration date,
of course,

So I hope all Members of the Senate
will cooperate, and I believe the best way
to do so is by agreeing on a time when
debate on the pending subject shall be
concluded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the proposed unanimous-
consent agreement?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
reserving the right to object, although I
shall not object, I desire to propound a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts will state it.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is the further
consideration of the so-called Cordon
amendment to be included within the
proposed agreement?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Is there objection to the proposed
unanimous-consent agreement? ‘The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. POTTER obtained the fioor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator from Michigan
that the time is controlled under the pro-
visions of the unanimous-consent agree-
ment just entered.

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, in the
absence of the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. Barrerrl, I shall control the time
on the Republican side.

At this time I yield myself one-half
hour,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Michigan is recognized for
one-half hour.

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, in De-
cember 1952 there were filed against my
election in the State of Michigan certain
charges of irregularities, which were in-
vestigated by a subcommittee of the Sen-
ate Committee on Privileges and Elec-
tions. So I well know the anxiety exist=-
ing on the part of the senior Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] in con-
nection with the New Mexico situation,
and I also know how much it means to
a Senator to have the facts in connection
with such a matter presented in an ob-
jective and fair manner.

Mr. President, the report of the Com=
mittee on Rules and Administration in
no way whatsoever refiects upon the in-
tegrity, ability, or honesty of the distin-
guished senior Senator from New Mexico.

An assignment to serve on the Sub-
committee on Privileges and Elections is,
at best, one of the most disagreeable
tasks a Senator can have imposed upon
him. By the same token, when a Senator
is placed upon the subcommittee he as«
sumes a responsibility to his colleagues
to ascertain the facts and to present
them in an objective and fair manner,
regardless of partisan considerations.

The present controversy is not between
Senator CHAVEZ and General Hurley. I
shall be frank to admit that when our
subcommittee first went to New Mexico
to investigate the alleged irregularities,
as set forth by General Hurley in his
petition, I was not too sympathetic to-
ward the charges made by General Hur-
ley. However, after learning the facts
disclosed as a result of the investigation,
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and after hearing the witnesses who ap-
peared before the subcommittee while
we were in New Mexico, I realized that
in New Mexico one of the cornerstones
of our American form of government,
namely, the sanctity of the ballot, was

~grossly viclated, and that therefore there-

was a general breakdown of the entire
election structure in that State.

Our charge in this contest is mnot
against the senior Senator from New
Mexico. Our charge is against the elec-
tion machinery, and the officials respon-
sible for the breakdown of the election
machinery, which made it impossible to
determine who won the senatorial elec-
tion in the State of New Mexico.

During the course of the debate there
has been considerable effort to place the
responsibility—if blame or responsibility
there is, which I do not concede—upon
our chief counsel and other members of
the staff. In order that the REcorRp may
be correct, I wish briefly to review the
procedure by which members of our staff
were selected.

The general counsel, Wellford H.
Ware, was a member of the committee
staff long before either the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. BArRreTT] Or I were mem-
bers of the committee. He worked as a
minority member when the now minority
party, then the majority party, was in
power.

The chief of the investigating staff
was & man named L. Stanley Kemp, who
was obtained from the FBI. He had a
great deal of training, and those who
know him must be convinced of his ob-
jectivity in considering the many prob-
lems which confronted him.

When we went to New Mexico we ob-
tained the cooperation of the dean of
the law school of the University of New
Mexico. We obtained his recommenda-
tions as to investigators whom we might
employ. Investigators were employed
on the basis of their competency and
impartiality, and on the basis of not be-
ing affiliated with either General Hurley
or Senator CrHavez. No inquiry was
made on behalf of the committee as to
the political affiliation of the investiga-
tors, and to this day I do not know the
political affiliation of a majority of the
members of the staff who were working
on the New Mexico election contest.

We employed six investigators from
the University of New Mexico law school.
Three of them were the top men in their
class. We also employed, by agreement
of both parties, Prof. John Bauman, of
the University of New Mexico law school,
as our chief tally clerk, and he later be-
came the legal director of the recount.
I cite these facts to assure Members of
the Senate that the Commitiee leaned
over backward in an effort to be objective
and impartial in the treatment of this
subject.

In order to insure objectivity on the
part of members of our staff, a manual
of operating rules for all staff employees
was prepared, and the rules were en-
forced. The cardinal rule was that re-
count investigations be totally objective,
and that only the facts be obtained. The
committee ordered the chief counsel to
confer with both parties prior to the re-
count so that both parties could partici=
pate fully in drawing up rules for the
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recount. Conferences were held on April
21;,5315_&&‘7 1, May 7, May 11, and May 27,

Seventeen stipulations were agreed
upon by both parties. The subcommit-
tee held hearings in relation to the mo-
tion of Senator CHAvEZ to dismiss the
contestant’s petition, and for a bill of
particulars. Rather than arbitrarily
deny a bill of particulars, as has been
done in most cases, the committee set
aside a full day in New Mexico to hear
counsel representing the senior Senator
from New Mexico on hiis motion and pe-
tition for a bill of particulars. This was
done to insure that Senator CHavEZ'
rights were protected at all times.

The enforcement of the rules relating
to the recount insured beyond any pos-
sible doubt strict objectivity. Each of
the contestants furnished four challeng-
ers to represent him in the examination
of the ballots. Each challenger was
given the right to examine every ballot
and to challenge any ballot for any rea-
son. The same procedure was used in
the examination of the registration
records.

As a practical matter, with rules so
carefully drawn and procedures so
closely followed, it would have been ab-
solutely impossible for any staff member
to have been other than fair and ob-
jective.

As proof of the fair conduct of the
recount, I wish to refer to an article
which was written for the Albuquerque
Journal by Reporter Bob Brown, who
made a complete tour of the recount
room and studied the procedures. T
wish to quote some pertinent portions of
his article. The article was published
in the Albuquerque Journal of July 19,
1953:

A complete tour of headquarters shows
that every step in the complicated process
is under the eyes of representatives of both
Senator CHAvVEZ and Patrick J. Hurley.

Another portion of the article states:

A weary day at the now famous Hurley-
Chavez recount headquarters would prob-
ably convince any observer that the actual
physical recount is being conducted on a
nonpartisan basis.

I cite that as a basis for our belief
that everything possible was done to in-
sure an impartial investigation, and that
those who had knowledge of the recount
were convinced that an impartial in-
vestigation and recount took place.

One of the key questions in the present
controversy involves the secrecy of the
ballot. As a result of the investigation
approximately 55,000 votes were placed
in jeopardy because of noncompliance
with the secrecy-of-the-ballot provisions
of the laws of New Mexico.

Mr, President, I think it is wise at this
time to go back in our history and de-
termine what was the main reason for
the adoption of the Australian ballot.
It was to make sure that the free will
of the people of a given area who are
responsible for the election of their own
officials would be properly expressed.
‘When secrecy of the ballot is violated,
whether someone is looking over the
shoulder of the voter while he votes, or
whether he is in a room with other per-
sons, with no opportunity to vote in

secref, he is intimidated.
dation need not
order, “You vote so and so”; but the
mere fact that a voter is

way open for intimidation.

. -I-have before me, and I show to the
Senate, one of the sample ballots used
in the State of New Mexico. This is
of the small ones, and here I have
of the large ones.

ask, Mr. President, when a ecitizen
rks his ballot on a school desk, with
other people present in the room, how
is he going to hide the way he voted?
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There is nothing to be
ashamed of in voting. The main cri-
terion is that a citizen be able to vote
in secret. But when a citizen has to
vote in the open, with other people in
the same room, he is being forced to be
ashamed, to hide his ballot, and to sneak.

Mr. President, Senators can see by this
ballot how impossible it would be to
maintain secrecy of the ballot if a per-
son were required to mark the ballot on
a school desk.

We have spent billions of dollars and
have lost the blood of many American
men in fighting for what we like to call
freedom throughout the world. How
can we, in our smugness, say to the peo-
ple of East Germany, “We want you to be
a free people; you must have a secret
ballot”; and how can we say to people
in other areas of the world, “The corner-
stone of freedom is the secret ballot,”
and then sweep our protestations for se-
crecy of the ballot under the rue, so to
speak, because there happen within the
borders of the United States cases of the
secrecy of the ballot being ignored?

Mr. President, at one of our hearings in
New Mexico, at which 68 voters of the
State of New Mexico appeared before us,
I well recall one voter, a young man, who
had returned from Eorea. In New Mex-
ico it is possible to determine how a voter
voted, because of the number of the bal-
lot is hidden, and in a recount the num-
ber can be revealed on the ballot. By
checking the poll book against the num=-
Pber it is possible to tell who voted the
ballot.

The young veteran, when he saw his
ballot, said, “I did not put those marks
there.” I do not recall whether the bal-
lot was marked for Senator Cravez or for
General Hurley. The young veteran
said, “I did not make this mark. This
mark was made by someone else.”

Then he went on to say—and I am
paraphrasing what he said, because I
cannot recall his exact words—"Senator,
I just came back from fighting in Korea.
I fought for the principles imbedded in
this Government, and it makes me
ashamed when my own ballot has been
tampered with.”

Mr. President, this is not a trivial mat-
ter. It is not, as has been mentioned,
something that refers to the parapher-
nalia of an election. It is the very cor-
nerstone of a free country. Fifty-five
thousand votes have been thrown out in
the State of New Mexico because secrecy
of the ballot was not accorded to those
voters.

The investigation covered the entire
State, The voters we interviewed were
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selected at random, without prior knowl-
edge of their identity, and with no re-
gard for or knowledge of their political
affiliation. Voters in all walks of life
were interviewed. The committee hired
investigators who spoke Spanish, to in-
terview the voters who speak only Span-
ish. 'The voters we interviewed were co=-
operative and expressed deep interest in
the type of election followed in New
Mexico. Many voters were disillusioned
and disheartened by the loose system un-
der which they were forced to vote.

Proof of the voters’ concern about
their election system was attested by the
fact that approximately 2,500 of them
gave signed and witnessed declarations
describing the conditions under which
they cast their votes. I should like to
refer to a few of those statements at this
time. I have before me a statement
from Rio Arriba County:

I got my ballot from an election officlal
and went into the next room to vote. An-
other lady was in the room and already
had been there when I came in. She stood
beside me when I marked my ballot, and
I know she saw how I voted. There were
no voting booths or curtain or partitions
or other provisions for secret voting. I was
not told how to vote. She just stood there,
watching.

Mr. President, whether the person is
told to vote, or whether the knowledge
of how a person has voted is known to
other people, such a situation can con-
stitute intimidation of the highest order.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. POTTER. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. KUCHEL. I should like to say
first that I congratulate the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. PorTter]l, the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. BarrerT], and
the minority Member, the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Henningsl, for assidu-
ously devoting themselves to an en-
deavor to find the truth in a very diffi-
cult situation.

I certainly join with the able junior
Senator from Michigan in the position
he takes with respect to the sanctity of
the American ballot. In the delibera-
tions of the committee in New Mexico,
were there any instances where the ag-
grieving of a citizen of New Mexico—in
the sense that he was deprived, first, of
the right to cast his vote in secrecy and,
second, to have it registered in accord-
ance with his own marking of the bal-
lot—resulted in eriminal prosecution of
any kind thereafter by reason of what
the Senator found to be infractions of
the election laws of New Mexico?

Mr. POTTER. I would say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from California it
is my understanding that the office of
the attorney general has requested the
ballots in New Mexico and other evi-
dence which is in our possession be
turned over to him for possible grand
Jjury action, which will take place some-
time next week.

Mr. KEUCHEL. That is with respect
to the office of the United States Attor-
ney General? -

Mr. POTTER. That is the office of
the Attorney General of the United
States. I believe also that the attorney
general of the State of New Mexico has
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made a similar request. It is my under=
standing that as soon as the ballots are
free from impoundage, to which they
are subject at the present time, he has
requested we turn over to him both the
ballots and the other evidence we have
in our possession.

Mr. KUCHEL. I am sure the Sen-
ator will agree with me that if a citizen,
particularly a returned veteran, was able
to state that his ballot had been tam-
pered with by an individual connected
with an election board, that fact should
have been reported immediately to the
appropriate prosecuting agency in the
State, and the individuals responsible
for that type of dastardly erime should
have been prosecuted and sent to jail.
I am sure the Senator agrees with me.

I was wondering whether there is any
reason why no prosecution has taken
place in cases where the violation was
sufficiently clear.

Mr. POTTER. In answer to the ques-
tion propounded by the Senator from
California, I think one of the reasons for
lack of action at this time has not neces=
sarily been a lack of desire for action,
because the Senate subcommittee has the
ballots impounded, and we have been
working on them up to the present time.
We shall relinquish the ballots either to
the attorney general of the State of New
Mexico or to the United States Attorney
General. But the attorney general of
the State of New Mexico has asked for
the evidence for the past 6 months, and
the Senator can be sure that as soon as
the matter is disposed of today, we shall
relinquish the ballots, and the evidence
we have will be turned over to the law-
enforcement agencies.

Mr. KUCHEL, I thank the Senator
from Michigan.

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, I wish
to make a comment with reference to
the distinguished Senator from Missouri
[Mr. HENNINGS]. He has been most fair
and courteous. It has been a most dif-
ficult assignment, and while we have
disagreed as to our conclusions and in
some instances we have disagreed on
our evaluation of the facts, I wish to com-
pliment the distinguished Senator from
Missouri for his fairness and his courtesy.
I hope our next assignment will be more
pleasant than this one has been.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Michigan yield?

Mr. POTTER. I yield.

Mr. HENNINGS. I wish to say to the
Senator from Michigan, as I said yester-
day, that one of the beautiful rewards
for an otherwise unpalatable and most
distasteful undertaking has been the
privilege and opportunity I have had of
associating with the Senator from Michi-
gan in an effort to find the will of the
Senate and to report the results of the
investigation so that the Senate can
come to its own conclusions as to the
right and proper course of action.

‘While the Senator from Michigan and
I have disagreed as to the evaluation of
certain facts and the law in its applica-
tion to the facts, I wish to credit the
Senator from Michigan with the fullest
sincerity of purpose, objectivity, and
fairness throughout the course of the
investigation. I wish to express my
gratitude to him for his kindness to me.
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Mr. POTTER. I thank the Senator
from Missouri.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would advise the Senator that his
time has expired.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I
yield 15 minutes to the junior Senator
from Michigan.

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, the
time has slipped by very rapidly, and
while I have many other statements
which I had planned to read into the
REecorp, I now ask unanimous consent
that the affidavit which I have before
me be printed in the Recorp at this point
in my remarks.

There being no objection, the affidavit
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

VEeLarDE, N. MEX., May 11, 1953.

My name, Antonio Jose Martinez, of Ve-
larde, N. Mex. I am a registered voter in
precinct 25, Rio Arriba County, N. Mex., and
voted on November 4, 1952.

When I cast my vote last November at the
local schoolhouse I did not see any voting
booths at the polling place. I marked my
ballot on a school desk and saw about 4 or 5
other voters marking their ballots on other
desks. Each desk on which they were mark-
ing their ballots were about & foot or so
apart. It was very easy for anybody to see
how the others were marking their ballots.
As a matter of fact I saw other people lock-
ing at the way some of the voters were mark=-
ing their ballots. There was no secrecy of
the ballot as far I could observe.

In some cases I saw election officials as-
sisting aged voters in voting their ballot, but
I did not see these aged voters receiving or
signing any affidavits of assistance.

I have made this statement to John W,
Benson, a representative of the United States
Senate, of my own free will without threat
or promise of reward. This statement con=-
sists of 2 pages of 1 side each.

ToNY J. MARTINEZ.
JosE MARTINEZ.
Witness:

JorN W. BENSON,
RAYMOND B. GARCIA,

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, in 273
voting divisions located throughout 25 of
the State’s 32 counties, attesting to vio=
lations of voting secrecy laws, there was
followed the general pattern prevailing
throughout the State. It was found that
the violations fell into three broad, gen-
eral categories:

First. No voting booths were provided,
and absolutely no secrecy was available,

Second. In instances where there were
no voting booths, but an attempt was
made to obtain secrecy, it was woefully
inadequate.

Third. Where booths were provided
there were other violations of secrecy.

As to category 1, it involved the most
flagrant and wholesale denial of the citi-
zens' right to a secret ballot.

In this category in 163 voting divisions
there were no voting booths, and there
was absolutely no secrecy. These 163
voting divisions were in 21 counties
where 22,281 votes were cast for United
States Senator.

There were precincts where voters
marked their ballots in open rooms, in
the same rooms with election officials.
Many voters felt they were voting in
secret because no one happened to be
sitting beside them at the time. But, as
I pointed out earlier in my remarks, the
Pbresence of another person in the room
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caused a certain amount of intimidation
with respect to voting.

With reference to category No. 2, the
voting officials provided makeshift fa-
cilities, which were entirely inadequate.
In this category 70 precincts were in-
volved in 19 counties. The signed and
witnessed evidence obtained proves that
there was an apparent opportunity af-
forded for violations of the secrecy laws
in the 70 precinets. There were 7,962
votes cast for United States Senator in
these 70 voting divisions.

Category No. 3 involves voting divi-
sions where voting booths were provided,
but, because of other violations of the
secrecy laws, an indeterminate number
of voters was affected. It was impossible
to vote a secret ballot. These violations
generally are as follows:

Failure of county officials to provide
an adequate number of booths, thereby
forcing some voters to vote outside a
booth.

Noncompliance with the law requiring
each voter to mark his ballot inside a
booth.

Disregard of the secrecy law requiring
that physical voting facilities be so ar-
ranged and the election so conducted as
to be under complete control of the
officials.

There were cases where the voting of-
ficials were in one room and the booths
were in another room out of the control
of the election officials.

Besides violations of the secrecy of the
ballot, which is one of the major bases
of the majority report, there is another
factor which particularly distressed me,
and about which little has been said up
to the present time.

As is the practice in most States, the
New Mexico law provides that a voter
who is unable to mark his ballot may
secure assistance. To protect the rights
of such persons, the Legislature of the
State of New Mexico has passed manda-
tory laws, providing the following pro-
cedure for the assistance of voters.

A. Voters must be assisted by two poll
clerks, but by no other persons.

B. Voters so assisted must sign an
affidavit of assistance, which must be at-
tested by two election officials or judges.

C. A notice that assistance was given,
and the number of the affidavit of as-
sistance, must be posted in the poll book.

D. The affidavit of assistance must be
placed in the ballot box.

The law further provides that voters
unable to mark their ballots shall so in-
dicate on the ballot, under affidavit of
registration.

What was the purpose of the State
of New Mexico—yes, and I believe of
every other State in the Union—in pro-
viding in its election laws and election
code a special arrangement for voters
who might be illiterate, blind, or in any
other way so incapacitated as to need
assistance? The mandatory law was
placed on the statute books for the pro-
tection of those persons.

I say that in the case of a voter who is
illiterate or is blind, the election officials,
by not complying with the statute, are
taking away, indeed, are stealing, a right
from such illiterate or blind voter.

If I desired to control an election in a
given area, and if I could violate the
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affidavit-of-assistance law, I could con-
trol the election in that area.

Mr. President, I wish to read a state-
ment from a voter who required assist-
ance:

My name is Jesus M. Gongzales. I have
lived here all my life. I am blind, I went to
vote at the Alameda School in the Novem-
ber 1952 election. I asked the officials for
assistance in marking my ballot. Mrs. Sena,
an official, marked my ballot for me. The
chairman would not allow my son-in-law to
help me. I told Mrs. Sena that I wanted to
vote Democratic. Mrs. Sena told me she had
already marked it Republican. I told her
to let it go. She folded the ballot and put it
in the box. This was a straight ticket.

I make this statement voluntarily and
without fear, threats, or promise of reward,
This statement has been read to me in Span-
ish by Flora Gonzales, my daughter, and it
is true to the best of my memory.

(His X mark.)

Witnesses: Flora Gonzales and Philip Ken-
nedy.

I desire to read the affidavit of another
person who required assistance in the
election in New Mexico.

I, Margarita Garcla, am a registered voter
in precinct 1-A, Bernalillo County. I was
born in Old Mexico, in Juarez, which is in the
State of Chihuahua. I have applied for
naturalization papers. To the best of my
knowledge, these papers are in the court-
house in Albuquerque. I have lived in the
United States for the past 10 years. I know
I have voted before several times and I think
I voted in the general election in 1948. I
voted on November 4, 1952, at the San Jose
Public School some time between 6 and 6:30
p. m. Iwent to the school with my husband.
I cannot read or write. When I went inside
to vote, there was a person with a large
book. I gave my name and I got a big paper
ballot. Someone told me that people who
could not read or write could get help to
vote.

The man was circulating around, speak-
ing to people waiting to go in to vote. He
was a big fat man, and he cautioned me that
if I was going to get help, to get someone
from my own party to help me. A daughter
of Salomon Sedillo helped me. I told her
how I wanted to vote, and she showed me
how to mark my ballot. I wanted to vote
a ballot using the little squares opposite
the individual names. This girl told me just
to mark the big circle, which I did. I folded
my ballot and put it in a big box. Before
I close this statement I want to point out
that I did want to mark my ballot for peo-
ple I wanted to help and for people I knew
and had heard of irrespective of parties.

The above statement was read to me in
the Spanish language by Patricio Sanchez,
a United States Senate investigator, and the
words are mine as I told them to him and
Alexander J, Jack. The statement is true
and correct and covers two pages of one side
each.

MARGARITA (her mark) GARCIA.

Witnesses:

ALEXANDER J. JACK.
PaTrICIO 8. SANCHEZ.

Mr. President, I have cited these two
affidavits as examples of the extensive
evidence secured by our subcommittee in
order to bring out the fact that, although
the legislature has provided a special
vehicle for the protection of the voters
needing assistance, they have lost that
special protection because certain elec-
tion officials or certain persons failed to
provide the voters with the protection
which the law requires.

As shown by affidavits, the number of
violations of the assistance provisions of
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the law in the State of New Mexico was
approximately 6,000. !

In connection with the recount, repre-
sentatives of the distinguished senior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]
and representatives of General Hurley,
under staff supervision, examined the
registration affidavits of 5 counties. In
those 5 counties, 2,480 persons who voted
in the election stated, under oath, when
registering, that they required assistance
in voting. However, the Senate subcom-
mittee recount revealed that only 158
affidavits, indicating that legal assistance
as required by law had been given, had
been filed by election officials. In other
words, of the 2,480 persons who voted
and required assistance, only 158 affi-
davit of assistance forms were filed.

In Bernalillo County, the largest
county, of which Albuquerque is the
county seat, 593 persons indicated that
they required assistance; 446 of those
persons were contacted by staff investi-
gators, and 203 of them signed state-
ments showing that they had been ille-
gally assisted. Mr. Presidenf, 203 out of
593 is a large percentage.

The same situation prevailed in Rio
Arriba County and in other counties
which the committee investigated.

In order to save time, I wish to con-
clude with these general remarks. I de-
sire to restate that this is not a debate as
to the fitness of Senator CaAvEz to serve
in the Senate. I personally have a high
regard for the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico. The members of the
subcommittee were charged with the
duty of ascertaining who won the sena-
torial election in New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair must advise the Senator that his
time has expired.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I al-
lot the Senator from Michigan 2 more
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Michigan has 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. POTTER. I cannot honestly say,
I am not convinced, that Gen. Pat
Hurley won the election; I am not hon-
estly convinced that Senator CHAVEZ won
the election; but I am convinced that,
as a result of the widespread violation
and breakdown of the State election laws,
I do not know who won the election.
That is the reason for the majority
report.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the
Senator from Missouri has allotted me
40 minutes.

In speaking today in opposition to
the majority report and in support of
the minority views from the Subcommit-
tee on Privileges and Elections of the
Committee on Rules and Administration
in connection with the Chavez-Hurley
contest, I wish to point out at the outset
that serving on a Senate commitiee
which must deal with a contest involving
a Member of the Senate is at best an
unpleasant task. It is particularly com-
plicated in a situation where the division
between the parties is as close as it is in
this Congress, and where the unseating
of a Senator and the replacement of him
by a person from another political party
would change overnight the political
complexion of this great body. Under
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such circumstances, the activities and
decisions of the subcommittee, and even
of the full committee, become extremely
difficult, and I express my sympathy to
those Members of the Senate who were
called upon to do this task. The junior
Senator from New Mexico does not in-
tend today to voice criticism of the people
who have conducted this work. What-
ever I say shall be more in defense of
practices and people in the State of New
Mexico.

First, let me point out that New Mex-
jco has a law which provides for a chal-
lenge and a recount in case either party
to an election feels himself wronged.
General Hurley availed himself of that
provision of the New Mexico law. He
applied, under the provisions of New
Mexico law, for a recount in 227 divi-
sions. He lost 304 votes by the recount.
Therefore, he has taken that one remedy,
and it has not changed the election
result.

Second, Senate rules and traditions
provide for a challenge of an election to
the Senate, and afford opportunity for a
recount. General Hurley traveled that
route as well. He filed his contest, an-
nouncing that there had been widespread
fraud and that a more correct counting
of the ballots would change the election
result. Such a count took place in many
sections of our State. It took place par-
ticularly in my home county of Berna-
lillo, where about one-fourth of the vote
of the State was cast, and where a repre-
sentative cross section of the citizens of
New Mexico reside. That recount did not
change the result. Instead, even though
the recount was under the constant su-
pervision of the Senate of the United
States, Senator CrAvEz gained 169 votes
over the November 4, 1952, results.

Third, no charge is made that Senator
CHavEZ has done anything wrong. The
committee never suggested that he or
anyone responsible to him had engaged
in improper conduct.

Fourth, if the recommendation of the
majority should by chance be accepted
by the Senate, and the Senate should
decree that no person was elected to the
Senate from the State of New Mexico in
the 1952 general election, there would be
an unusual and, I think, wholly indefen-
sible situation. The Governor of the
State, elected in the same election by the
same challenged ballots cast by citizens
in precincts where the same absence of
election booths existed and counted by
the same election officials whose work is
so severely condemned, a governor whose
election was certified by the same can-
vassing board which certified the election
of Senator CrHAvVEz, would be permitted
to set aside the votes of 122,000 voters
in our State and on his own motion pro-
ceed to name a Senator to represent our
State in this great body. That makes
no sense to me, and I fervently pray it
will make no sense to the other Members
of this Senate.

Mr. KUCHEL. MTr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

- Mr. ANDERSON. Iam happy to yield

to the Senator from California. How-

:Jv;r. I remind him that I am limited in
e.

Mr. KUCHEL. If the amendment
now proposed by the senior Senator from
Oregon were adopted as a part of the
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resolution recommended by the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration, then a
different situation would be presented to
the Senate, would it not?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; a different sit-
uation would be presented, namely, that
the section of the Constitution which
provides that each State shall have 2
Senators would be temporarily set aside,
and New Mexico would have 1 Senator
rather than 2. Y

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I would prefer not
to yield, but I do yield to my long-time
friend, the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE. The Senator from South
Dakota is moved to remark that in such
an event as the Senator has mentioned,
the State of New Mexico would be rep-
resented by a very able Senator; or, I
might add, if the situation were reversed,
I would still think the State of New
Mexico would have very able representa-
tion, for I have very high regard for
the personal ability and integrity of the
senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavez], whose status here, in my opin-
ion, unfortunately has become involved
in a verdict upon the mechanics of an
election for which he was in no way
responsible.

Mr. ANDERSON. I appreciate the
kind words of the Senator from South
Dakota, but I shall never regard myself
as being able to take the part of 2
Senators; I have difficulty enough doing
the work of just 1 Senator.

The junior Senator from New Mexico
will not deal at great length with either
the majority or minority report, but will
comment briefly on a few of the items
contained in the report signed by the
majority members; and first of all with
the subject mentioned in the third para-
graph of the general findings and con-
clusions; namely, that at least 55,000 New
Mexico citizens were deprived of their
constitutional right to a secret ballot.

Mr. President, secrecy is a right, but
not essentially a requirement, of our elec-
tion. The courts have repeatedly held
that our voters are entitled to secrecy,
but there is no statute in New Mexico
that disfranchises the voters because the
election officials fail to perform some
gugy imposed upon them by the Election

ode.

Let me cite a situation to illustrate
my meaning. In one of the counties of
the State, there is a voting precinct
where from time immemorial 1 voting
booth, and 1 only, has been furnished.
Both Republicans and Democrats say
jokingly that that booth is provided for
those who want to vote a split ticket.
The known Democrats and the known
Republicans do not seek special secrecy.
They walk into the schoolroom on elec-
tion day and find widely separated school
desks. They mark their ballots on those
desks. People who find it necessary to
deviate from regular political allegiance
can always make use of the little white
linen booth provided to give them more
secrecy than the separated school desks
provide.

This strikes at the very heart of what
we mean by secrecy in our ballot. We
do not mean that a booth must be so
constructed and located that when I cast
my ballof people cannot see that I am
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there. What really counts is whether
they can see what goes on the piece of
paper I have in front of me. It is im=-
portant that someone present in the
polling place at that time cannot see
what cross I put on my ballot, not wheth-
er there is a shine on my shoes. In the
sense that secrecy is for the preservation
of a clean election, we can usually obfain
all the secrecy we want.

After all, the provisions of our laws
which relate to the subject of secrecy are
for the protection of the voter, and it
would be a strange perversion of the
theory on which the law is based if the
Senate of the United States should now
take that secrecy provision, adopted for
the protection of the voters, and use it to
penalize and disfranchise the voters.
The people in my State who were en-
titled to cast their ballots and did so in
the 1952 election were entitled to have
their ballots counted, and it is not the
business of the Senate of the United
States to disfranchise them.

Mr. President, my vote is cast in the
rural precinct of Barcelona, near Al-
buquerque, where I reside. The officials
there are tolerant. I do not think the
election judges of that precinct would
propose to throw out my ballot if I cast it
in full gaze of every person in the line
waiting for a chance to vote. As a mat-
ter of fact, I have some times been rather
busy on election day, and on one occasion
I know that I was hurried through the
line so that I might get to another spot
in my county. I placed my ballot on the
top of a school desk, marked it with an
ordinary lead pencil, folded my ballot,
handed it to a judge and left. My guess
is that no Republican or Democratic
election official serving there that day
would have suggested that my ballot was
not honestly cast or should not have been
counted.

So, as a first consideration, I say that
we should remember that secrecy is a
privilege and should be available, but if
election officials fail to provide booths
for secrecy, they do not make the elec-
tion void.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield to
me?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. BARRETT. Yesterday, on the
floor of the Senate, the distinguished
Senator from Missouri [Mr., HENNINGS]
stated—and I concur in the statement—
that anyone who used an ordinary lead
pencil was voting contrary to the elec-
tion law of New Mexico, and his vote
should not be counted.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I de-
sire to finish my statement, At this point
I merely wish to state that I have gone
into many election booths and I have
failed to find there the type of equip-
ment—either pen and ink or an indelible
pencil—to which reference has been
made., My county happens now to be a
Republican county. If the Republican
election officials of the county do not
take care of me in accordance with the
election laws of the State, by providing
me with pen and ink or with an indelible
pencil, then I intend to use, when voting,
the materials given to me, and I pray
that the vote I cast when using those
materials will be counted.
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Mr. BARRETT. I merely wish to say
that is just another illustration of the
widespread violation of the New Mexico
election law. The election statute of
New Mexico is violated in every election
held in the State.

Mr. ANDERSON. The use of such
materials may constitute a violation of
the New Mexico election law; but I de-
sire to give the citizens of my State an
opportunity to decide whether the elec-
tion officials there have given the people
of the State their just dues.

Mr. President, I shall summon as a
witness a very highly respected lawyer
of Albuquerque, who was named by a
Repuhblican President as United States
district attorney. He is a former Repub-
lican State chairman, and he is a leading
advocate of conservation, and a loyal
friend to every worthwhile governmen-
tal activity—Hugh B. Woodward. On
March 16 he wrote me a letter, which I
now read for the information of the
Senate:

MarcH 16, 1954.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SenaTor: I notice by the paper that
the Chavez-Hurley contest will be considered
by the Senate in the near future.

From the press of this State I gather that
one contention of the majority membership
of the subcommittee is that, due to failure
to make provision for entire secrecy in the
casting of ballots, the vote of an entire elec-
tion district or precinct should be eliminated
where strict adherence was not had to the
statutory provisions for the use of voting
booths by the individual voter.

In my thinking, the test should be whether
the individual voter was afforded the privi-
lege of secrecy in marking his ballot.

It so happens that I have, for many years,
served as an election judge in division E, of
precinct 12, Bernalillo County This particu-
lar box serves the population living imme-
diately west of the campus of the University
of New Mexico. Many university faculty
members and employees live there and the
remainder of the area is principally a high-
class residential district.

This box, with division F, serving a like
electorate, merit the distinction of probably
being as independent in their voting as any
segment of the entire New Mexico electorate.

For years the balloting in our box has
taken place in one of the university buildings
with exceptionally good facilities. The ac-
tual voting takes place in a large lecture
room, probably 30 feet by 40 feet in area. It
is supplied with 40 or 50 student chairs, each
of which has upon the right arm of the chair
an oval or oblong attachment to permit the
student to write and make notes.

About 6 collapsible pine booths are fur-
nished at each election which are erected.
Each booth has an enclosed space about 214
feet by 3 feet, in which there is a pine board
on hinges which is so constructed that the
ballot may be placed thereon and marked.

At times during the 1952 election and in
every other election for many years, a line of
voters forms waiting a turn to receive and
mark such voter's ballot. By agreement
among the election officials, we have always
said to the individual voter during such time
of rush that if anyone having received a
ballot desired to go to one corner of this
room, sit down in one of these classroom
chairs and mark the ballots at the leisure and
convenience of the voter upon the platform
arm of the chair, such voting is entirely
permissible.

The voter then folds the ballot and delivers
it to the election judge for deposit in the
ballot box.,
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This' method of handling the voting for
the convenience of the voter has been fol-
lowed without any objection on the part of
anyone.

It is my conception that provision for the
secrecy of voting is a personal privilege of
the voter and so long as the voter has such
opportunity for such secrecy there is no
special sanctity in marking a ballot on a
pine board behind a muslin sheet.

To invalidate the entire vote of a voting
division because some ballots were not actu-
ally marked in the flimsy cubicle provided,
but were marked under the observation of
the election board with entire secrecy, out-
side the booth, would be, in my judgment,
untenable and would deny the right of fran-
chise to many honest and intelligent voters.

I so voted at the last general election and
have done so many times in the past.

In this particular box, in the 1952 election,
261 ballots were cast for General Hurley,
Senator CHAVEZ received 144 ballots, reflect-
ing a majority in favor of General Hurley of
117 votes.

I have been voting and acting as an elec-
tion official in this election division for more
than 20 years. The same practice, above
outlined, has been followed and there has
never been any complaint or criticism that
each elector has not been permitted to cast
a secret ballot; nor that any ballot in the
division has not been accurately canvassed,
tabulated, and reported.

As you know, I am a lifetime Republican
and have always acted as a Republican judge.

We have found that the practice as above
outlined has greatly facilitated the comfort
and convenience of voters whose time to
appear and vote has been limited and who
could not stand in line for a lengthy period
of time in order to mark a ballot in a voting
booth.

I write this letter in the interest of fair-

ness.
I believe that where no voter has been will-
fully deprived of the privilege of marking
a secret ballot, neither the voter nor any
candidate has just ground for complaint.

I believe further that to throw out the
entire vote of a box or division because some
persons did not vote in the so-called voting
booths would be an unjust and outrageous
deprivation of many voters’ right of fran-
chise.

You are at liberty to use this letter if you
80 desire,

Respectfully yours,
HucH B. WOODWARD.

Mr. President, I point out that that
particular box went, by a majority of 2
to 1, for the Republican nominee for
election to the United States Senate.

Mr. President, that letter comes from
a man who was a Republican judge in
the election precinct, and was nominated
by a Republican President and con-
firmed by this Senate to be United States
district attorney for the State of New
Mexico, and was chairman of the Repub-
lican Party in the State. It will be noted
that Mr. Woodward states in his letter
that he voted in the fashion that I have
previously described, namely, by mark-
ing his ballot on a school desk, but not
inside a voting booth.

Now, Mr. President, I move to the
fourth paragraph of the general find-
ings and conclusions, and read these
words:

It is a notorious fact that whenever a po-
litical machine sets out to control the State,
it first seeks to pervert in some fashion the
secrecy of the ballot.

It is to that language that I desire to
address a few remarks. Under our law
in my home county of Bernalillo, the
responsibility is on the county commis-
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sioners to provide sufficient booths for
the election. To be sure, the county
clerk is also required to assist in deliv-
ering the booths, but the responsibility
to provide a sufficient number of them is
on the county commissioners. In the
1952 election, when there was a failure
to provide sufficient election booths, the
control of the county commission was in
the hands of Republicans. The Gover-
nor of the State was a Republican; the
members of the tax commission, which
had to pass upon levies made to obtain
supplies for conducting elections, were
chiefly Republicans. So, if there is jus-
tification for any comment that a corrupt
political machine was setting out to con-
trol the State, and was preventing in any
way the secrecy of the ballot, that obser-
vation is made about Republicans, not
about Democrats. It is made about the
political opponents, not the political
allies, of Senator CHAvVEz. The fault, if
any, must rest with the persons who tried
to prevent his election, not with the
Democrats who tried to bring it about.

Mr. President, I now turn to the top
of page 4 of the majority report, and
read as follows:

If there were no other violations of law,
on this issue alone the committee would be
forced to recommend to the Senate that the
senatorial election be set aside for failing
to express the free will of the people.

Why just the senatorial election, Mr.
President? Why not set aside the elec- -
tion of the Governor, the only major
office captured by the Republicans in the
past election? Every Democratic candi-
date but one, on the congressional and
State tickets, was elected, and that was
the candidate for Governor. So why
pick out just the senatorial race? If
the question of secrecy was compelling
enough to disqualify Senator CHavez
from sitting in the Senate, why not
throw out the Governor, as well? Would
the Lieutenant Governor, a Democrat,
then assume control of the State of New
Mexico and appoint the new Senator?
Oh, no. If the Senator and both Repre-
sentatives and the Governor were to be
disqualified, the Lieutenant Governor
would have to be disqualified, since he
was in that election. And so we would
go down the list, trying to find someone
who would be able to assume responsi-
bility for the administration of the State
of New Mexico. There is not a single
line or provision of law that would say
who could take charge under the theory
suggested by this recommendation. So
I do not think only the senatorial elec-
tion can be thrown out.

The lines opening the next paragraph
read as follows:

One of the most widespread and uncon-
scionable violations of laws was the failure
of election officials to protect the rights of
the illiterate, blind, and physically handi-
capped voters.

Here, again, the Republicans must as-
sume the responsibility. If the rights
of a single illiterate, blind, or physically
handicapped voter were not adequately
protected in Bernalillo County, where the
committee so carefully investigated the
conduct of our election, then the fault
lies either with the Republican-con-
trolled county commission, which had
general charge of the election, or with
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the judges and clerks of election in each
precinct, who were named by the Re-
publican-controlled county commission.
Not one election official in one precinct
of Bernalillo County was named to that
position by a Democrat; to the contrary,
each was named by a Republican-con-
trolled county commission. If the rights
of an illiterate, blind, or physically
handicapped voter were violated, then it
was an act of the Republican Party or
represenatives of the Republican Party,
not the act of any Democrat. So why
toss out the Democrat? Why not toss
out the Republican?

I go to the next paragraph, which
begins:

Evidence of fraudulently altered ballots in
the nature of sworn testimony, sworn affi-
davits, and signed statements was secured In
33 precincts where 17,325 persons cast thelr
ballots. The committee is forced to con-
clude that the ballots in these precincts are
thus tainted with fraud.

Whose fraud, Mr, President? Was it
the fraud of the Democrats, who did not
have the control of the election, or the
fault of the Republicans, who did?

In the next paragraph there are these
words:

The committee found the registration laws
in New Mexico were grossly violated. The
registration system is so loose and ineffective
that it is an invitation to fraud and dis-
honesty in election.

With that, Mr. President, there may
be some agreement. The registration
system in New Mexico may not be work-
ing too well. But I have had no trouble
with my registration. I am a voter in
precinct 32, which is the Barcelona pre-
cinct, a rural area south of the city of
Albuquerque. Within the last few
months, the county commissioners of
Bernalillo County have divided the Bar-
celona precinct because it is a rapidly
growing area. Hereafter, I shall be a
voter in precinct 32-B, but I was left in
no confusion. The county clerk of my
home county has already sent cards to
me and to members of my family, telling
us that we now reside in precinct 32-B,
that our registration is up to date, that
my registration number is 358,797, that
Mrs. Anderson’s registration number is
358,114, and that we may vote there
when the next election occurs. I expect
to go to the polls with my wife, with my
son and his wife, and with my daughter
and her husband, and I am confident
that when we reach the polling place, we
will find that all of us are properly reg-
istered and that there will not be the
slightest difficulty in issuing us our bal-
lots and giving us secrecy, either at a
voting machine or a voting booth.

Having said that, I wish to express my
full concurrence in the recommendation
of the majority members of the subcom-
mittee, namely, that the Legislature of
the State of New Mexico take immediate
steps to place the registration system
on a nonpartisan basis and to determine
definite responsibility for its adminis-
tration.

Now, Mr. President, I come to another
paragraph in which the report speaks of
the general conduct of the election at the
precinct level and stresses the need for
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greater and more effective supervision.
There are these words:

In many precincts party chalrmen domi-
nated the conduct of the election. Cam-
paigning was permitted within the polling
place and a general state of disorder existed.

Mr. President, I knew that something
happened to us in New Mexico in the
last election. I could sense that a state
of disorder existed, but I did not know
its cause. When I ran in 1948 as a can=-
didate for the Senate, I carried Berna-
lillo County by a majority of 3,300 votes
against General Hurley, who was then,
as in 1952, the Republican candidate for
the United States Senate. When the
county which President Truman carried
in 1948 by 2,000 votes, goes 11,000 votes
for Eisenhower in 1952 and when Gen-
eral Hurley can carry it in 1952 by 3,500
votes when I carried it against him in
1948 by 3,300 votes, then I agree with the
subcommittee that a general state of dis-
order must have existed and I am just
as grieved about it as are the Republi-
can members of the subcommittee who
wrote the report.

Let me turn next to the claim that—

County and State officials made no effort
to determine the eligibility of voters living
on United States Government military res-
ervations. As a result, in Bernalillo County
alone over 1,900 voters, some of whom un-
doubtedly are qualified, are In a state of
suspense as to their rights.

Mr. President, that is a situation which
calls for attention. We had similar trou-
ble at the atomic installation at Los
Alamos in 1948, and when I came into
the Senate I introduced a bill to permit
the people at Los Alamos to vote. The
able senior Senator from Iowa [Mr,
HickeENLOOPER], had also introduced a
bill with the same purpose. I am happy
that the Congress passed legislation per-
mitting the very fine and intelligent peo-
ple who live and work at Los Alamos to
cast their ballots without any challenge
whatever as to their right to do so.

I feel that way about the three types
of installations which we have in the
State. First there is the very important
installation known as Sandia Base,
which is connected with the atomic-
weapon program. My colleague [Mr.
CHavez], has presented a broad bill on
that subject which was referred to the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. I
have asked to have the bill revised by
that committee to cover only the atomic-
energy installations in our State. The
vote at Sandia Base in the 1952 election
on the Senator totaled 1,121, of which
General Hurley received 763 and Senator
CHAVEZ received 358. Surely no one
would claim partisanship if Senator
CeavEz and I join in an effort to permit
these people in that Republican precinct
to vote without danger of challenge to
their ballots. I do believe that the cir-
cumstances and the funections at Sandia
Base are such that exclusive jurisdic-
tion of the entire area should not be
taken from the United States and given
to the State of New Mexico, but that the
residential district alone should be so
changed and that voting might thereby
be made valid while the rest of the area
could remain under the exclusive juris-
diction of the Government.
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Second, I am preparing a bill, in which
I hope to join with other Senators,
which would permit people at the mili-
tary installations in New Mexico to vote.
These military installations, such as the
one at White Sands Proving Ground,
are associated with our atomic energy
program and are not the usual military
post. Third, there are employees and
patients at the veterans hospitals who
should vote, and if the laws of New Mex-
ico cast some question on their voting, I
shall be happy to do what I can to work
out the problem at the earliest possible
moment, ;

Now if I may proceed with the major-
ity report, there is this paragraph:

In Dona Ana, Lincoln, and Otero Counties
a district court judge illegally and prema-
turely burned the ballots, having full knowl-
edge of the pending Senate contest. As a
result of this illegal act over 13,000 ballots
cast by honest voters have been placed in a
state of suspicion.

That section, I think, calls for exten-
sive comment. In the first place the
ballots were burned. The judge says he
made an honest mistake. I have read
the testimony on this point, and it would
appear that if the judge had checked
the law, he would have found that be-
fore the ballots could be burned, 75 days
had to elapse after the adjournment of
the State canvassing board, and not
75 days after the election. It is that er-
ror on the part of the judge which wor-
ries the committee and has bothered a
great many people. The judge has given
his own explanation, and within the
past few days has released a very strong
statement on the case, so that I think
his point of view needs little further
explanation by me.

The judge points out that the ballots
were burned 5 days before the subcom-
mittee ordered an investigation of the
New Mexico election and that there had
been no proper legal notice to any judge
that the ballots had been impounded.
I have no way of knowing what would
have happened had the committee ear-
lier tried to take charge of the ballots,
but I do wish to make two points.

The first is that Judge Scoggin must
not be regarded as a close political or
personal friend of Senator Cmavez., 1
have known him and his father for a
great many years. While his father lived
in New Mexico, he so conducted himself
in elections that he would not be re-
garded as a partisan of Senator CaAvVEZ.
I think that is a conservative statement.

‘The father has now moved to California

and corresponds with me regularly. I
doubt if he corresponds with many other
persons active in public life other than
his own son, and I mention my corre-
spondence with him only to indicate
that I have very complete knowledge
of his political alliances, and I know
that he was no supporter of Senator
CHAVEzZ. His son, the judge, has much
the same record. I am not trying to
testify that Judge Scoggin did not vote
for Senator Cravez in the last election,
but I do make the point that by no
stretch of the imagination could be have
been regarded as a CHAVEZ partisan and
thereby give explanation for his unfor-
tunate action in ordering the premature
burning of the ballots,
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The second thing is of more signifi-
cance to me, and it is that Judge Scoggin
has just been nominated for reelection
and is without opposition in either party.
The primary will not be held until May
4, but there is no other name on the
ballot for his judgeship, so he will auto=
matically become not only the Demo=-
cratic nominee, but for the first time
that I can recall in the history of Dona
Ana County and that judicial district,
the Republicans have not nominated an
opponent against him.

That is unusual. Dona Ana County
has recently been a Republican County.
It is the home of the present Governor
of the State of New Mexico, a Republi-
can. It is the home of the chief tax
Commissioner of the State, who flirted
for a while with the idea of running for
Governor in the recent Republican pri-
mary. For some strange reason the Re-
publican high command decided that
there was not to be a candidate in this
election against Judge Scoggin. I say
to the Senate that if the community
where he lives had been outraged by
what Judge Scoggin did, if, as the com-
mittee intimated, Judge Scoggin acted in
bad faith, I think the good people of
that judicial district, regardless of party,
would have risen in their wrath and
made certain that the strongest possible
candidates were placed in nomination
against him on the tickets.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. ANDERSON. I am trying to stay
within the time allotted me, but I am
glad to yield.

Mr. LONG. How long after the elec-
tion was it that these particular ballots
were burned?

Mr. ANDERSON. They were burned 5
days before the end of the time that
should have elapsed. Therefore, they
were burned 70 days after the State can-
vassing board had finished its work. I
think it is absolutely certain that they
were not burned at the time they should
have been burned under the law, but
were burned prematurely.

Mr. LONG. How many days after the
election did the State canvassing board
meet?

Mr. ANDERSON. I would have to
check into that in order to be sure. I
should say probably 6 days. So there was
a different interpretation in the judge’s
mind. He thought the period was 75
days after the election. Actually, it was
75 days after the time when the canvass-
ing board should have met. Either the
judge did not look up the law, or, if he
looked it up, he remembered it wrong.
In any event, there is no question that he
improperly burned the ballots.

Mr. LONG. If the judge thought the
law said 75 days after the election in-
stead of 75 days after the canvassing
board met, was it an honest mistake?

Mr. ANDERSON. Ii probably was an
honest mistake. I think the people of his
district believe it was, because it is a
district which could be heavily Repub-
lican; and yet the Republicans of that
district did not nominate a candidate
against him, This is the first time in
the history of the State, so far as I can
remember, that there has not been a
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Republican candidate for judge in that
judiecial district.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. BARRETT. I think it is only fair
to state that in his order the judge said
that 75 days had elapsed since the can-
vassing board completed its work. Now
he says he thought the law provided that
the 75 days should start to run from the
date of the election. A man who is a
judge, a man who is supposed to be
learned in the law, and who writes out a
simple little order consisting of about 50
words, saying that 75 days have elapsed
since the canvassing board closed its
sessions and later says, “I thought, really,
that the law set a date 75 days from
the election” is not fit to be a district
judge.

Mr. ANDERSON. I wish only to say,
and then I should like to proceed with my
remarks, that the Republicans who live
in that area—and sometimes, Mr. Presi=
dent, a man’s neighbors are the best
judges of his character—did not nomi-
nate an opponent against this judge. I
have been in that district, campaigning
regularly. I took my first plunge in New
Mexico polities in 1920, which is not as
early as my colleague did. However, I
was State Democratic chairman 25 years
ago, and I can say that I never heard of
a situation where the people in Donsa
Ana, Lincoln, and Otero Counties did not
put up a candidate for district judge in
that district. This time, after the judge
had burned the ballots—and I admit im-
properly burned them, although he cor-
rectly phrased the order—no opposition
candidate was nominated to run against
him. I do not want to go into a discus-
sion of this point, but probably the judge
asked the district attorney to prepare
an order, and the proper order was pre-
pared, and it properly set forth the law.
The judge signed it without checking it
and then went on his way.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. HENNINGS. I do not want to
transgress on the time of the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico, but I
should like to ask him whether it is not
important to remember that the three
counties which comprise the district of
the judge who has been criticized and
sticmatized as being either corrupt or
ignorant, or both, were carried by Gen-
eral Hurley?

Mr, ANDERSON. Yes; I can point out
that that district was carried by General
Hurley, against Senator CHAVEZ, by about
53 votes. I may say also that he lost it to
me by 2,000 votes, but there was a differ-
ent situation at that time. He carried
it against Senator CeAavez by a small ma-
jority, perhaps 700 votes, in 1946.

The point I wish to make, Mr. Presi-
dent, is that in 1952 the Republican can-
didate for governor carried that district
by a 3,600 majority out of a tofal of 18,-
000 votes cast. It is regarded as a Re-
publican district. If the Republicans
had been outraged by the burning of the
ballots, why did not the Republicans
nominate a judge to run against a man
who had ordered the burning of the bal-
lots? That is all I have to say.
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In the 1952 election in Dona Ana
County the Republican candidate for
governor got 6,362 votes and the Demo=
cratic candidate got 4,129. In Lincoln
County the Republican candidate got
2,070 votes and the Democratic candi=-
date got 1,069. In Otero County the
Republican candidate for governor got
2,587 votes and the Democratic candi-
date got 2,137. Therefore, as I have
said, the Republican candidate for gov-
ernor carried the three counties which
make up this judiecial district by 3,600
majority out of about 18,000 votes cast.
Surely under those circumstances the
Republicans would feel that in the 1954
election a Republican candidate for
judege would stand a fairly good chance
of election. There are many high-grade
Republican lawyers in that judicial dis-
trict, and it strikes me as certain that if
people in that judicial district were in-
dignant against Judge Scoggin because
of the burning of 13,000 ballots, there
would be a Republican candidate for
district judge against Judge Scoggin. I
allow the Members of the Senate to put
on this fact such interpretation as they
may desire, but whatever the actions of
Judge Scoggin were, they were not so
serious as to outrage the Republican
leadership in the State of New Mexico
nor particularly in the judicial distriet
where Judge Scoggin had to be a candi-
date. The fact that Judge Scoggin is
unopposed where only 6 years ago he
had heavy opposition ought to indicate
to the Members of this body that the
Republicans in his home district were
not as disturbed by the burning of the
ballots as were the majority members of
the Senate subcommittee.

After the members of the subcommit-
tee had recited their complaints they
set forth their recommendations. They
suggest that because 55,000 citizens did
not have an opportunity to cast a secret
ballot because of insufficient voting
booths in counties under control of Re=
publican county commissioners who ap=
pointed a majority of Republican judges
and clerks of election, that because the
voter assistance laws were disregarded
by these Republican judges and clerks
of election, that because ballots were
altered while in the hands of Republican
judges and clerks of election, that be=
cause the people living on military res-
ervations had not had their rights to
vote determined by our courts, that be=
cause 13,000 ballots were prematurely
destroyed, the committee comes to the
conclusion that the November 4, 1952,
Senatorial election did not express the
free will of the people of New Mexico.
Then, Mr. President, comes an amazing
conclusion—that because of the items
they have listed, the majority members
of the subcommittee feel that no Mem-
ber of the Senate was elected from the
State of New Mexico in the 1952 gen-
eral election, and that as a result of that
conclusion, the Governor of our State,
who ran in the same election, should be
permitted to set aside the votes of 122,=
543 people who cast their ballots for DEn=
wis Caavez for the United States Senate
and pick the man of his personal choice
to come to the Senate of the United
States.
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‘What would we be doing, Mr. Presi-
dent, if we adopted that resolution of
the subcommittee? We would be saying
that 240,000 people can go to the polls
and vote, but because a Senate commit-
tee is not able to determine who was the
winner of the Senate race, the wish of
the people of New Mexico shall be set
aside.

I want my closing remarks to be in
defense of the 7,000 and more good citi-
zens of New Mexico who as judges and
clerks in the election, worked very long
hours trying to make sure that the bal-
lots were properly cast and counted. I
have referred earlier to Hugh Woodward,
whose letter I have read. Mr. Woodward
did not need the few dollars he got as
a Republican election judge on election
day. He owns some wonderful property
in the city of Albuquerque. I think that
his economic situation might be termed
better than well to do. Yet he served on
election day as every good citizen should
serve if called upon. No one could ever
persuade me that as a Republican judge
in precinct 12, he failed to count cor-
rectly one vote cast for any candidate
running for any position on either ticket.

When I speak for the 7,000 and more
workers who presided at the election in
New Mexico in 1952, the situation in my
home county and my home city of Albu-
querque suggests itself. The subcom-
mittee held a hearing in Albuquerque
and took the testimony of 56 witnesses.
One voting division, division E of pre-
cinet 37, Bernalillo County, was selected
by the subcommittee and staff to obtain
voluntary testimony of voters who had
cast their ballots in the last election, but
the committee did not call the election
officials from that precinct to describe
what had happened. It must be borne
in mind that the city of Albuquerque is
a boom city and the population has
tripled in the course of the last 15 years.
Conditions were difficult and many extra
people had to help the regular judges
and clerks. Civic organizations helped
to recruit them. Among the election
officials who participated in conducting
the election in this voting division was
Mrs. Thomas Calkins, Chief Vocational
Adyvisor of the Veterans’ Administration.
She is very active in the League of
Women Voters, and it was this activity
that brought her into election day serv-
ice. Another election official was Mrs.
Jack Rushing, a teacher in the Albu-
querque High Schools, I have seen an
affidavit of Mrs. Calkins describing what
took place in her voting division. She
states among other things that she ar-
rived at this voting division at approxi-
mately 4 o'clock p. m. and worked to
approximately 7 o'clock the following
morning. The other election officials of
this voting division were high-class citi-
zens but they were never permitted to
certify as to what occurred in this pre-
cinet.

But what happened when the 56 wit-
neses were examined? As I have indi-
cated, the Democratic legal representa-
tive of the minority of the subcommittee
was not given the right to cross-examine
the witnesses produced and the subcom-
mittee refused to hear affidavits of wit=
nesses in behalf of Senator Caavez. But
of the 56 witnesses who testified, only 19
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of them involved by their testimony the
senatorial race.

Of the 19 ballots affecting the sena-
torial race, 10 of the alleged changes on
the ballots favored Senator CHAVEZ and
9 of them favored General Hurley, mean-
ing that if the testimony of all the wit-
nesses called in the precinct was to be
taken at face value and counted accord-
ingly, General Hurley would gain one
vote. All of the other witnesses who
testified that their ballots had been
changed testified that the changes were
in contests between other candidates,
chiefly a candidate for county commis-
sioner,

MTr. President, I believe that these peo-
ple who worked in the election in Berna-
lillo County and across the State of New
Mexico were good people and were hon-
est citizens. I do not contend they did
not make some mistakes. I do not urge
that they might not have incorrectly
counted an occasional bhallot, but I do
point out that after they had finished
counting the ballots in the election on
November 4 and had wearily gone on to
their homes sometime in the morning of
November 5, the county commissioners
canvassed the results of that election.
Later a State canvassing board can-
vassed the results. They certified that
Senator CaHAVEZ had been elected.

I would remind the Senate that, not
satisfied with that finding, General Hur-
ley asked for a recount. So the ballot
boxes were opened again, and under the
watching eyes of alert challengers for
both sides—partisans of Senator CHAVEZ
and partisans of General Hurley—those
ballots were counted carefully again in
many of the precincts in my home
county. Forty voting divisions in Ber-
nalillo County were carefully, method-
ically, 1 by 1, reexamined. When that
reexamination was finished in Berna-
lillo County, General Hurley lost 268
votes and Senator CrAvEz lost 30. The
interesting thing to me was that there
was in that count and in that recheck no
evidence whatever that ballots had been
fraudulently handled or tampered with.
None of these fancy penecil marks that
are pictured in the report of the sub-
committee were noticed on the ballots in
this second, careful counting. And the
result indicated that Senator Cravez ac-
tually gained by the recount.

Then, Mr. President, these ballots were
examined again in the recount con-
ducted by the Senate itself, and again
the senatorial count showed a gain for
Senator Cuavez. But that fact is not to
me as significant as the fact that in that
third slow, painstaking, careful examin-
ation of these ballots, nobody noticed
these peculiar and unusual marks that
are displayed in the printed volume of
the subcommittee report.

I can come only to the conclusion that
the 7,000 people of New Mexico who
worked in the polling places on election
day, checking the registration of voters,
handing out ballots and counting the
240,000 ballots that were cast, were good
people and that they did an honest job.
On the basis of that honest job, they and
every other public agency of New Mex~
ico that has been called upon to do so,
has certified that there was an elec-
tion, and in that election Senator
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CHAVEZ was the winner. TUnder those
circumstances, Mr. President, I cannot
vote for a recommendation that no
Member of the Senate was elected from
the State of New Mexico in the 1952 gen-
eral election. I cannot vote to set aside
the expressed desire of 122,543 people
who voted for Senator Caavez. I cannot
decree that a Republican of our State,
no matter what his position, shall there-
by be permitted to select one of his own
choosing to represent New Mexico in
this great body. I am going to vote for
the minority views, and by that action I
will confirm what the people of New
Mexico said on election day in 1952.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr, President, I
yield 15 minutes to the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr, STERNIS].

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall
not diseuss primarily the Cordon amend-
ment, but I should like to say that the
author of that amendment has done
many a better day’s work than he did
when he presented the amendment.
With all deference to him, I assume that
if the Senate should agree to such an
amendment, undertaking to tell the
Governor of New Mexico and the people
of the State how a vacancy existing in
the Senate should be filled, the Governor
would hold it in the contempt which it
deserved. I shall not discuss the subject
on its merits, but I believe the adoption
of the amendment would bring the Sen-
ate into ridicule and produce very caus-
tic criticism, which it would certainly
deserve.

Mr. President, if I may be pardoned
a somewhat personal reference, I have
had the responsibility, as a judge, of
having to decide a hotly contested elec-
tion case. All such cases are serious. It
was decided only after hearing the sworn
testimony on both sides of the question,
through witnesses coming into court and
placed under oath, with the penalties of
possible perjury applying, and undergo-
ing cross-examination. The case was
decided after a careful presentation of
the facts by counsel. I weighed the evi-
dence very carefully, as should be done
in such cases, and then I made a very
careful and exhaustive examination of
the law, following which a decision was
rendered which was immediately sub-
ject to appeal to a higher court.

With all deference, Mr. President, the
majority report does not evidence adher-
ence to the basic and vital considerations
which are ordinarily observed in our sys-
tem of jurisprudence in trying and de-
ciding a case. I know the exigencies of
the occasion did not permit that full pat-
tern to be followed, but there is no sworn
testimony before us, except as to a few
witnesses whose testimony was taken
under oath. There were only 57 wit-
nesses, as I understand, who testified
under oath before the committee, and
only 19 went to the merits of the case, if
I am correctly informed, and a difference
of only one vote was all that was de-
veloped.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Mississippi yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I shall be glad to yield
if the Senator will be brief. I have very
little time.

Mr. BARRETT. There were 57 wit-
nesses who were sworn and testified be-
fore the committee. The committee had
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also 1,200 affidavits from citizens of the
State of New Mexico, and we have a cou-~
ple of thousand statements in every
other contest before the Senate with re-
lation to matters of this kind and char-
acter, there have been only statements.
Never before has there been raised in
the Senate the question the Senator from
Mississippi raises.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, my first
assignment when I became a Member of
the Senate in November 1947 was to
count ballots in the Maryland contested
election case. I remained in the com-
mitteeroom day after day tabulating
ballots, accompanied by a Senator from
the Republican side of the aisle. I know
it can be done. It was done in that case.
I am not saying it can be done in every
case.

I am touching only the high points
based on facts which are not contested.
The affidavits were gathered by and large
by roaming representatives of the com-
mittee. With all deference to those rep-
resentatives, it is a dangerous thing to
send forth men here, there, and every-
where, trying to find evidence. They
were not officers; they were not under
oath; they were not sworn to be fair
and impartial and to do justice between
the parties, I am not criticizing them
personally, but I condemn the system.

I wish to mention something concern-
ing the law in this case and to invite
the Senate’s particular attention to a
case in New Mexico which provides a
guide which we can always follow. The
decisions hold that if the duty and re-
sponsibility are put on the voter him-
self, he must follow the patfern which
the law prescribes if it is within his
power to do so. As an illustration of
that, the New Mexico Supreme Court, as
late as December 1953 held that because
a voter did not comply with the statute
which required him to make a cross-
mark on the ballot, and he put a check
mark on the ballot, his ballot was in-
valid and would not be counted. That is
the law of New Mexico, and it is the law
of most of the other States.

On the other hand, the same case
quotes another general rule which pro-
vides that if the duty and responsibility
is on the election officials, then the voter
himself is not charged with the respon-
sibility of carrying out that duty, and
if the court can find any way in which
to avoid invalidating the ballot, it will
hold it to be valid and permit it to be
counted.

Mr. President, that is merely old cross-
roads commonsense.

In this instance, we find that thou-
sands of voters in New Mexico voted in
an irregular fashion.

By the way, Mr. President, I know
something about the people of New Mex-
ico. I had the honor of living there for
approximately 60 days, many years ago.
I know something about the attitude of
the people.

If the majority report should be
adopted, 250,000 persons in New Mex-
ico would be disqualified and a man
would be denied a seat in the Senate,
not because of any positive law, but be-
cause of a strained interpretation of one
New Mexico statute to which I shall
refer in a moment. The majority of the
committee come here without any stat-
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utory authority as a basis for their pro-
posal, without any Federal law on the
subject, without any precedents of the
courts of New Mexico or from any of
the Federal courts, and without any
precedents of the United States Senate.
The whole case is to stand or fall, so
far as law is concerned, upon the sec-
tion which I shall read from the New
Mexico statute, the same section which
the Senator from Wyoming read yester-
day, and, as I understand the argument,
it is the section upon which the majority
stands. It is section 56-366.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Mississippi yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I have only a short
time in which to speak, but I yield to the
Senator from Missouri,

Mr. HENNINGS., I wondered if the
Senator would agree with me with ref-
erence to one point, namely, the state-
ment the Senator made, as I understood
it, relating to thousands of people having
voted irregularly in the State of New
Mexico. Iassume the Senator meant, of
course, that they had voted irregularly
perforce because of the failure of the
election officials to provide the means by
which to vote properly.

Mr. STENNIS. I meant they voted in
the only fashion in which they could
vote, in view of the fact that the offi-
cials had failed to supply them with vot-
ing booths. That is what attorneys or
lawyers call an irregularity, but it is
certainly not something which is vital
in this particular case.

Mr. President, I desire to read the sec-
tion on which I understand the case is
based. The subject of it is the removal
of ballots from election rooms. That is
what the authors of it had in mind when
they wrote these lines:

Except as in this act (chapter) elsewhere
provided, no person shall be permitted by
the judges of election during the conduct
of any election to remove from the room
in which the election is being conducted,
any official ballot.

What is being referred to is the re-
moval of ballots from the room. It is
for that purpose the provision is made,
Here is the next sentence:

No ballot so removed and marked—

It must be a ballot that has been re-
moved from the room. In some way it
might be marked later or outside the
room, and then brought back, in order
to comply with the statute. But the
wording is:

No ballot so removed and marked, except
in the proper booths under the supervision
of the election officials, as provided in this
act (chapter).

Those words refer to the ballot that
was removed. Then the provision of the
law is:

No ballot * * * shall be deposited in any
ballot box or counted or canvassed by any
election officials or canvassing board,

In other words, that is the only recog-
nized legal authority, so far as this case
is concerned, for refusing to count or
canvass a ballot. In that case it must
have been a ballot that had been re-
moved from the room. That language
is as clear as it could have been made.

I respectfully submit that the propo=
nents are trying to read into the statute
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an interpretation which would be, “No
marked ballots shall be counted, unless.”

The law does not say that. It does not
say that no marked ballot shall be
counted unless it shall have been marked
in a voting booth. The proponents may
have looked thoroughly, but they cannot
find any basis of law for such a conten-
tion. Yet they have tried to read such
an interpretation into this section of the
New Mexico Code, which says: “No ballot
so removed and marked.”

It must have been a ballot which was
removed from the room, before there
can be direct and positive authority to
fail to count it.

On such a flimsy ground as that, we
are asked to unseat a United States Sen-
ator. I defy any Member of the Sen-
ate to retire to a private room, and there,
seated in the calmness and silence of
that room, to examine his conscience,
and then to return to the Senate Cham-
ber and say that he clearly understands
this section to mean that all ballots
which were not voted in booths must be
thrown out.

The flimsy nature of that law is,
nevertheless, the only basis on which
we are asked to disqualify not only 65,000
or 80,000 voters of New Mexico—but
240,000. What we are asked to do is to
disqualify every single ballot which was
cast in the entire senatorial election in
New Mexico.

Mr. President, I do not believe there is
a justice-of-the-peace court in the
United States which could convict a
person on such flimsy testimony as the
scattering affidavits which have been
produced. I do not believe there is any
justice of the peace who would sentence
a person under such a weak law as is
involved in this case. This law is the sole
basis of the claims of the proponents.
They do not claim to have any prece-
dents for this action. This statute is the
sole basis, the sole bottom, upon which
this case has a legal resting place.

There is another important point
about this case, something else which
the law does not like. The law does not
like fraud. It does not like fraud in an
election. Actual fraud will vitiate an
election. That is the tone and the trend
of the law. But there is no fraud or ele-
ment of corrupticn in this case. It is not
here; it is not even charged, and cer=
tainly, therefore, it is not proved.

Oh, but the proponents say there is
constructive fraud. That is like saying
a person is guilty of constructive trea-
son. It is even worse than saying a
person is guilty by association.

Mr. President, when we come to the
showdown, there is no sound, legal bot=
tom upon which the case can stand.

I think there is another very serious
element in the case. It is not personal
to the Senator from New Mexico. He
can survive any ballot which might be
taken in the Senate. It will not tarnish
his record any more than it will mine or
that of any other person. But Mr.
President, I will tell you what it will do.
It will set a precedent in the Senate
which will confront many, many persons
who will enter the doors of this Chamber
and hold up their hands to be sworn in.

We are considering the case of a man
who ran for the Senate, as others will
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do in the future. He received a major-
jty of the votes. He was certified by
the highest officials of his State, after a
recount by them, as having been elected
United States Senator from New Mex-
jco. His credentials were presented.
Everything was found to be in order.
‘He came to the door of the Senate. The
door was opened to him to be sworn in.
Then it was said, “We reserve the right
to look into this election further.” But
Senator CHAVEZ was sworn in, and he has
remained in the Senate performing his
duties. There has not been a scintilla
of proof showing corruption, unfairness,
fraud, or any other evil act in connec-
tion with his conduet during the election.

More than $200,000 has been spent in
the State of New Mexico in an attempt
to find some evidence of corruption—
anything of that character—without
success. Finally the investigators came
up with this flimsy little statute.

Mr. President, such a situation could
happen to me, to the present occupant
of the Chair, or to any other Senator.
Any of us could be confronted with just
such a statute as that. But more than
$200,000 has been spent in an investiga-
tion by men who were not sworn to up-
hold the law, but whose instructions
were to look for anything. Now they
have come back with a charge of con-
structive fraud and an interpretation of
a mild, measly little statute, which would
afford no basis for a judicial proceeding
in even a court of a justice of the peace.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I
yield 15 minutes to the distinguished
senior Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
hope the time has not yet come when the
Senate is prepared to say that any per-
son who comes to the Senate by the ap-
proving vote of his people, at the same
time that some candidates of the other
party are winning their races in his
State, must be displaced because of that
fact. If we have reached that stage, the
Senator from Florida probably has weak
claim to his seat in the Senate, because
his own State voted overwhelmingly for
the recent presidential eandidate of the
opposing party, who now serves as Pres-
ident, in the same race in which the Sen-
ator from Florida was reelected by his
people.

No, Mr. President; the fact of the
matter is that we glory in such evidence
of independence on the part of our citi-
zens and on the part of our voters.
When the time comes that all the people
in each party in a great State vote in
exactly the same way, and go to the polls
dominated solely by partisan feeling,
this country will not be as fine a country
in which to live as it now is.

Time does not permit me to go into
detail in the pending matter, but I wish
to call attention to the fact—it has al-
ready been mentioned in the debate, but
I think it should be mentioned again—
that the law of New Mexico allows two
methods by which an appeal from the
verdict of the people, as pronounced by
the State canvassing board, might be
taken by a candidate who felt he had
been mistreated. The first method is
to ask for a recount by the State can-
vassing board, and the distinguished
gentleman who was the disappointed
candidate in the Senate election in New
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Mexico in 1952 availed himself of that
particular method. He asked the State
canvassing board to recanvass and re-
count the votes of over 200 of the elec-
tion precincts. i

I think the defeated gentleman could
be trusted not to go to those precincts
and those counties in which he felt no
evidence could be disclosed as to im-
proper practices on the part of either
the successful ecandidate, the distin-
guished senior Senator from New Mex-
ico, or his friends and supporters. I
think that General Hurley was well
enough advised to go to those parts of
the State and those poll boxes where,
in his opinion and the opinion of his
friends, there would have been a major
chance for him to gain votes against
Senator CHAVEZ, and either to reduce the
majority held by Senator CHAVEZ or to
overturn it entirely. Of course, General
Hurley hoped to overturn it entirely.

As a matter of fact, the State can-
vassing board had reported, first that
Senator CHAvVEZ had carried the election
by 5,071 votes. When the recount was
taken, after 3 or 4 laborious days of work
by the State canvassing board, under
the recount application which I have
mentioned, it was found that, instead of
having lost votes in the recount, Senator
CuaveEz had gained 304 votes against the
distinguished gentleman who had been
his opponent, but who had been defeated
in the election of November 1952. The
Caavez lead was announced as 5,375
votes.

A second method is provided by New
Mexico—an appeal to the courts, but
General Hurley did not see fit to avail
himself of such an appeal, and he had
a perfect right to make that decision.
Instead, he came to the Senate with a
petition asking for the unseating of Sen-
ator CHAvEz and for the seating of him-
self, on the ground that he had been un-
lawfully and fraudulently deprived of
the fruits of what he claimed had been
a victory at the polls, instead of a de-
feat of himself as the candidate of the
Republican Party for the Senate.

Mr. President, an able committee of
the Senate has spent a great deal of
money and time in making what I am
sure was a fairly complete check of the
situation. They discovered several
things. The first thing they ascertained
was that there was no basis for the peti-
tion of the contestant, because they
could not find facts upon which they
could disqualify Senator CHAVEZ on any
of the many grounds recited, most of
which tied in with allegations of fraud.
They found no evidence of fraud by
CHAVEZ, and they were not able to report
to the Senate that they recommended the
seating of General Hurley and the un-
seating of Senator CHAVEzZ.

They also made a check of a large
number of the votes cast in New Mexico,
and it is interesting to note that in the
only reported Senate check of a county,
namely, the County of Bernalillo, the
largest county in the State, the county
of which Albuguerque is the principal
city, General Hurley did not recover
enough votes to get him back on the same
basis in comparison with the votes cast
for Senator Cuavez as had been shown
by the first count which immediately fol-
lowed the election. In added votes Sen-
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ator Cuavez was still ahead in the sec-
ond recount, as made laboriously by
this committee and its staff.

Other recounts were made, and as a
result of them, and as a result of other
things, the committee decided, “We can-
not show any fraud as against Senator
CHavez and his adherents, and we can-
not show by recount that General Hurley
is entitled to be the Senator from New
Mezxico, 50 we will go at it on another
basis.”

Instead of attempting by their report
to disqualify and disfranchise certain
citizens of New Mexico in sufficient num-
bers to unseat Senator Cmavez and to
seat General Hurley, they instead came
to the Senate with a report which says,
in effect, “Let us disfranchise the whole
voting electorate of the State of New
Mexico and disqualify the present senior
Senator, Senator CHAVEzZ, by declaring
his seat vacant because no valid elec-
tion was held in 1952.” That report
comes on now to be heard.

I reiterate the fact that after one re-
count by the State canvassing board, in
which 304 votes were lost by Mr. Hurley
instead of gained, and after another
long and laborious recount by our com-
mittee in which there was no substantial
change, and the examination in the only
county, Bernalillo, in which there was a
complete recount, showed that Senator
CHuavez gained as a result of the two re-
counts, the committee comes to the Sen-
ate and says, “Let us declare the seat
vacant and allow the Governor, who was
elected in the same race, by the same
electors, at the same polling places, un=
der exactly the same conditions, to
choose someone to fill this seat from
which we will hurl Senator Caavez,” who
was sent to the Senate with the certifi-
cate of election issued by the Governor
of his State, a member of the other party,
and the chairman of the State canvass-
ing board which conducted both of the
State canvasses I have mentioned.

It seems clear to me that if we should
allow that kind of thing to happen, it
would be a travesty on justice and equity,
and I would like to put into the REcorp
again the words of the distinguished
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cogr=
poN] as they appear in the CoNGRES-
s1oNAL REcorp of yesterday—a Senator
who ranks as a most conscientious man,
and who on this situation said:

Because it seemed to me that that would
be an illogical position—that is to say, on the
one hand to deny the seat to the present
holder, the senior Senator from New Mexico,
and on the other hand to open it to an ap-
pointee of a governor elected at the same
time—and because it seemed to me that that
sounded like neither logic nor equity—

And so forth. Mr. President, we have,
therefore, that statement of revulsion
from a distinguished Senator on the
other side which I think is an outpouring
from his heart and conscience, and
which, I believe, will be supported by
similar views cn the part of a great ma-
jority of the good people of this Nation,
regardless of their party or regardless of
where they live. Certainly I agree with
him in that statement.

Mr, LONG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Florida yield to the Sena-
tor from Louisiana?
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11\4;1'. HOLLAND. How much time have
I left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 6 more minutes.

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield briefly.

Mr. LONG. What impresses me is
that there is no showing by the sub-
committee that there was fraud involved
in any of the contests in New Mexico.
Does the Senator know whether ade-
quate voting booths have ever been
available in the State of New Mexico?

Mr., HOLLAND. I have no informa-
tion as to that, but I know that the elec-
toral votes of New Mexico for General
Eisenhower which were counted came
from the same places, that the votes for
Governor Mechem came from the same
places, and the votes for the two Rep-
resentatives who were elected, statewide,
came from the same places, and I have
no information whatever of there hav-
ing been any difference as between the
electors who took part in electing the
various officials mentioned, and deter-
mining those results, and those who de-
termined the results in the senatorial
election.

Mr. LONG. Nor is there a single
thing in any report to indicate that the
arrangements for the 1952 election were
different from the arrangements in
previous years.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
It seems to me that, outraged as he was,
and properly so, by the suggestion that
comes to the well of the Senate for ac-
tion, the distinguished senior Senator
from Oregon made an even more un-
wise suggestion, that the Senate should
express its sense and feeling to be that
it does not think the Governor should
appoint anyone to fill the vacancy which
the Senate is ready to declare.

Mr. President, such a declaration
would be not only an affront to a free
State, not only an affront to the Gov-
ernor of New Mexico who is the chosen
candidate of the Republican Party in
this year’s race against the junior Sena-
tor from New Mexico, but it does vio-
lence to some of the deepest traditions
of the American people as engrafted in
our Constitution.

I hurry on to call attention to the fact
that from the very beginning of this
Nation we have had the theory that each
State is entitled to have two Senators,
no more and no less, and that they are
to participate in the Senate at all times
and on all questions.

There was in the first article of the
original Constitution a provision which
allowed immediate appointment of a
Senator in the event there was a vacancy.
When that was changed by the 17th
amendment, there was also reenacted
the same provision regarding filling a
vacancy, either in a special election or
by gubernatorial appointment, if the
legislature had given power to the Gov=-
ernor to make the appointment. The
reason for adopting such a provision was
that we did not want to leave any one
of the States handicapped by having
only 1 Senator sitting in the Senate,
while every other State, whether large
or small, had 2 Senators.

Not only was that in the beginning in
the 1st article of the Constitution, not
only is that the law now in the 17th
amendment, but in the 5th article of
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the Federal Constitution is the provi-
sion that even the people of this Nation
themselves cannot change that provision
by a constitutional amendment. It is
the one thing in all the Constitution so
sacred as to be safeguarded for all time
by assuring the right of each sovereign
State to always have two Senators in this
body. The Congress is even prevented
from submitting, and the people from
adopting, an amendment which would
take away from a sovereign State
against its will the right to have two
voices in the Senate of the United States.

Yet the present suggestion, which we
know would not be binding, and which
is only a pious prayer from the good
clean heart of one who wants to do the
right thing, would instead flout and
flaunt one of the deepest traditions we
have, in that it suggests and indicates,
ahead of the time of the appointment of
a successor, that we in the Senate shall
not look with favor upon his being
seated in the Senate. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, there is no doubt about what the
Governor of New Mexico will do, be-
cause it is made his positive duty to act
by section 56-T17 of the New Mexico
statutes which I read:

Immediately upon the happening of a va-
cancy in the office of United States Senator,
the Governor shall make a temporary ap-
pointment to fill the vacancy until such
time as such vacancy shall be filled by an
election, as herein provided.

Mr. President, notwithstanding all
the Federal constitutional provisions I
have mentioned; and notwithstanding
the fact that the State of New Mexico,
in response to an offer made to it in our
Constitution, has made it the positive
duty of its Governor to act immediately
to replace one of its Senators if there is
a vacancy in the New Mexico senatorial
delegation, are we to have the Senate
express, as its sense, that the Governor
of the State shall violate the State law
and the Federal constitutional provision
and the traditions of the Nation, and
shall leave vacant half of the New Mex-
ico representation in the Senate until
an election can be held?

Mr. President, I have never heard a
more unsound suggestion during the
nearly 8 years I have served in the Sen-
ate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pur-
TELL in the chair). The time allotted
to the Senator from Florida has expired.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I yield
20 minutes to the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. JENNER].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana is recognized for
20 minutes.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I rise to
speak on this most unpleasant subject,
namely, the election contest now before
the Senate of the United States.

First, Mr. President, I desire to com=-
pliment the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
BarrerT] and the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. Porter] for the fine job they
have done in discharging their very un-
pleasant duty as Members of the Sub-
committee on Privileges and Elections,
which is a subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration, of
which I am chairman.

Mr. President, this is not the first time,
nor will it be the last, for a matter of
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this type to be before this august body.
Within my short membership in the
Senate, the Senate has considered vari-
ous Senatorial election contests. From
reading the history books, I know that
such election contests have frequently
come before the Senate.

As a matter of fact, the likelihood of
such situations was recognized when, in
formulating and adopting the rules and
regulations to govern the proceedings of
this body, we provided for a Subcommit-
tee on Privilegzes and Elections, of the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
to consider and dispose of cases such as
the one before the Senate today.

Mr. President, it is unfortunate that
we have to be burdened with such con-
troversies, because they are expensive
and troublesome, and they are never
pleasant. It seems that New Mexico has
had a litle more than its fair share of
election contests.

The issue before the Senate, as I see
it, is simple and clear, In the first place,
New Mexico has one of the finest election
codes enacted by any State of the entire
Union; but New Mexico never uses it.

So this case is before us today, on a
resolution of the full Committee on
Rules and Administration, by a straight
party vote, as one might expect, declar-
ing it to be the sense of the Senate that
there was no Senatorial election in New
Mexico in 1952. .

I am happy to state that there is no
imputation of bad motives on the part
of Senator CHAVEZ. No one charges him
with fraud. He is not actually involved
in this contest. What really is involved
is the nonfeasance of the election offi-
cials of one of our great States, and Sen-
ator Cravez is only incidentally drawn
into the conflict because of the non-
feasance of the New Mexico election offi-
cials and their disregard of one of the
finest election codes that could possibly
be written into the statute books of any
State.

Mr. President, I do not wish to discuss
all the details of this matter, because
yesterday the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. BarrerT] did a perfect job, and the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. PorTer]
and other Senators have also spoken on
the merits and the whys and wherefores
of this case.

There is one matter that I wish to
discuss. Last Wednesday on this floor
the senior Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. CHAVEZ] spoke briefly in connec-
tion with the contest now before us and
the national publicity that has attended
it. In those remarks he accused mem-
bers of the press, the radio broadecasters
and some commentators of “Libels, in-
sinuations, and innuendoes.”

The senior Senator from New Mexico
further stated:

My State has been slandered and libeled
from one end to the other.

Senator CrAveEz did not insert into the
record the nature of the so-called slan-
der and libel made by the press and
radio.

I could not believe that our free press
and radio should be arbitrarily de-
nounced on this floor without a presen-
tation of the facts. That is why I began
searching the editorial pages of our
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Nation’s great newspapers for the evi-
dence. Permit me to read a few lines of
the editorial comments on the New Mex-
ico senatorial contest:

Let us begin in our Capital City. The
Washington Daily News, one of 19
Scripps-Howard papers located through-
out the Nation, had this to say in a fea-
ture editorial, entitled, “Decency Is Not
Partisan”:

Next week the Senate will vote on whether
to uphold honesty in the election of its
Members or to abide fraud.

It is due to decide whether to accept or
reject the report of its committee which
investigated the 1952 senatorial election in
New Mexico,

The report recommends that Senator DEN-
Nis CHAVEZ, a Democrat, be unseated and
his place in the Senate declared vacant. It
bases its recommendation on findings of
“flagrant” violations of the constitutional
rights of some 55,000 New Mexico voters who
were deprived of a secret ballot. It also
charges “fraudulent alteration” affecting
some 17,000 ballots and “illegal destruction”
of more than 13,000 ballots.

All this, the investigating committee finds,
8o clouded the otherwise close result that in
the committee’s judgment there actually was
no election, in an honest sense.

Democrats who so far have come to the
defense of Senator CHAVEZ make it clear they
mean to fight out the issue on partisan lines.

Democratic claims that the investigators
spent too much money, that no wrong has
been attributed to Senator CHAVEZ and that,
#f the findings are permitted to stand, Presi-
dent Eisenhower should be deprived of the
four electoral votes in New Mexico—all these
claims are beside the point.

Loss of those four electoral votes would
not affect the President’s election. The
money for the investigation will have been
well spent if it results in a cleanup of New
Mexico elections. And mneither Senator
CHAVEZ nor his erstwhile Republican op-
ponent, Gen. Patrick Hurley, is the issue.

The issue is the right of free American
voters—be they in New Mexico or anywhere
else—to secret ballots, honestly counted. A
question of decency doesn't turn on party
partisanship,

In the Washington Post, an independ-
ent newspaper, an editorial of March 13,
1954 recites that—

Unless the fraud, nonsecret voting, loose
registration, and similar malpractices dis-
closed in the report can be corrected, Con-
gress should think twice about recognizing
New Mexican elections in the future.

The editorial continues:

The Senate ought to find some means of
putting that State on notice that similar
elections will not be tolerated hereafter.
The subcommittee found that in 163 pre-
cincts in 22 counties there were no voting
booths and consequently no secrecy in the
casting of ballots.

It was mandatory to have voting
booths.

A school principal testified that he voted
in a schoolroom where other voters, seated
at desks, were marking their ballots and that
two election officials attempted to see how he
was voting. Another voter, 70 years of age,
sald the voters were herded into polling
places like so many sheep and that in all his
years of voting in New Mexico had never seen
a closed booth In use. A county commis-
sloner testified that the best he could do was
to arrange tables for the voters. The basic
right of voting in secret was flagrantly vio-
lated.

While Senator CHAvEZ was Iin no way
charged with fraud, the subcommittee re-
ports that fraudulently altered ballots were
found in 33 precinets. It claims that 6,000
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voters might well be disqualified because
of illegal assistance, and asserts that illiter-
ate and handicapped voters were intimi-
dated.

The blind and the erippled were not
protected in their secrecy of the ballot.
I can think of nothing worse than a blind
man being deprived of the secrecy of the
ballot.

Quoting further from the Washington
Post editorial——

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator from Indiana
yield for one question?

Mr. JENNER. I have only 20 minutes,
but I am glad to yield.

Mr. HENNINGS. Has the Senator
read the excellent editorial in the Wash-
ington Post of this morning?

Mr. JENNER. Yes; I have read it.
Earlier I referred to the fact that it had
been read previously in the debate.

While we are on this question, yester-
day the Senator from Missouri said that
we do not need to worry about the se-
crecy of the ballot, that a voter could
put the ballot inside his coat and mark
it. He stated that a booth was not
necessary, so long as the ballot was
secret.

I want the Senator from Missouri to
know that, as I understand, there are
many poor people in New Mexico who
are entitled to the right to vote, who
may not hove coats in which to hide their
ballots.

I continue quoting from the Washing-
ton Post:

The State's registration system was found
to be notoriously lax, and a spot check of
11 precincts indicated that 109 aliens had
voted. While the forthcoming minority re-
port may give a different emphasis to some
of these findings, it is clear that New
Mexico ought to be jolted into Americaniza-
tion of its ballotting system.

The Washington Sunday Star, another
independent newspaper, concludes an
editorial of Sunday, March 14, 1954, with
the following statement:

The implications of this record—in a coun-
try where free elections and the secret ballot
are keystones of our constitutional rights
and liberties—should be considered on a
plane higher than that of pure partisanship
in a closely divided Senate.

If it were not the local newspapers to
which the senior Senator from New Mex-
ico was referring, could it have been the
press in other sections of the Nation?
Could it have been the press in Hartford,
Conn.? Could it have been the Inde-
pendent-Democrat Hartford Times
which concluded in its editorial of
March 15:

Undoubtedly, the New Mexican election
was indefensibly corrupt, and both senatorial
caaadid.a.tes must have known of the pro-
cedure.

Or could it have been the Tennessee
press to which the senior Senator from
New Mexico had reference? Could it
have been the independent Nashville
Banner, the oldest newspaper in Nash-
ville with a long record of public service
to the people of Tennessee founded in
1876? In a feature editorial of March
12, 1954, it is stated:

The only question before the Senate, in
the case of Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, of New
Mexico, is, Was he legally elected?
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Your committee has reported that no
honest man can determine whether he
was honestly and legally elected, when
so many people were disfranchised by
reason of the fact that there was no
secrecy in connection with their ballots.

Further quoting from the Nashville
Banner:

That has been the questlon since 1952,
when the returns were in and Patrick J.
Hurley filed charges of wholesale irregulari-
ties. It was the question when the 83d Con-
gress convened, and when he finally was
seated.

It has been raised with a finality this time,
for the Senate as a whole to decide—the Sen-
ate Elections Subcommittee having recom-
mended that New Mexico's 1952 senatorial
election be declared no contest and CHAVEZ
unseated.

The question certainly is not whether the
disputed incumbent is a Democrat or a Re-
publican. That is entirely beside the point,
though one would never guess it from the
party line of cleavage on the committee’s
findings.

The partisan view surely gives way, as com-
pletely secondary to the one great premise of
unguestionable right to the seat in question.

The issue has been bandied about too long
already, a circumstance of concern far be-
yond the boundaries of New Mexico.

If the returns of that election now are so
confused as to cast doubt on a majority
either for DENNIS CHAVEZ or Patrick J. Hur-
ley, then the no-contest decision is eminently
proper, leaving it up to the Governor to fill
the post by appointment.

Under the Constitution, each House of
Congress is the judge of the elections, re-
turns, and qualifications of its own members;
and while relatively few cases have occurred
in which Members have been unseated on
charges similar to this one, there are prece-
dents for it.

A charge that corrupt methods and prac-
tices were employed in his election, and that
the election therefore was invalid, was sus-
talned by the Senate in the case of Senator
Willlam Lorimer, Republican, of Illinois, in
1912, and he was unseated.

When the 80th Congress convened in Jan-
uary 1947, the seating of Senator Theodore
Bilbo, of Mississippi, was challenged. In the
face of prolonged debate it finally was an-
nounced that he was voluntarily stepping
aside because of illness, and he died later
that year without taking his seat.

‘Wholesale irregularities were charged and
defined, in the New Mexico case—primarily
violations of the Australian (secret) ballot
system. Investigation substantiated a con-
siderable fire giving off that prevalence of
smoke. If it is confirmed as affecting that
Chavez margin, the Senate in honesty to it-
self and to the country it serves has no
choice. It must unseat him.

Or perhaps the senior Senator went
to the great State of Oregon for his evi-
dence of libels, insinuations and innuen-
does against the press. Perhaps he went
to one of the truly great independent Re-
publican newspapers of the West, the
Portland Oregonian, which, in an edito-
rial of March 13, 1954, stated:

New MexIco's VoTiNg MEess

The two-member Republican majority of a
subcommittee that investigated Chavez’ elec-
tion, however, was justified in declaring the
election no contest and moving that his seat
be vacated. The evidence of election rig-
ging and fraudulent voting was so conclu-
sive that the investigators themselves could
not determine who would legally have been
elected. With 80,000 ballots thrown out,
several thousand destroyed, evidence of vot-
ing by saliens and improper supervision of
voters requiring assistance of election offi-
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clals, the whole mess became Impossible. A
recount could not be completed.

The editorial concludes with this com=
ment:

Whatever the Senate may decide to do,
the sovereign State of New Mexico needs to
undertake a drastic house cleaning of an
election system which deprived at least
55,000 citizens—out of a total voting force
of 247,000, but with only 141,000 ballots
examined by the committee—of their con-
stitutional right to a secret ballot.

Or if the senior Senator did not go to
the Far West for his evidence, could he
have gone to his neighboring great State
of Texas for his evidence? An edito-
rial in the independent El Paso (Tex.)
Herald-Post of November 30, 1953, states,
in part:

There is testimony in volume to show that
the law requiring secrecy of the ballot was
widely disregarded. The evidence also is
expected to show fraud, loose registration
practices, burned ballots, and illegal voter
assistance.

While the election was held under New
Mexico law, and to that extent is a State
matter, it concerned the membership of
the Senate. So the integrity of Congress is
involved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Indiana has ex-
pired.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, I
yield 10 additional minutes to the Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr., JENNER. Mr. President, I con-
tinue to quote from the El Paso (Tex.)
Herald-Post:

Secrecy in voting 1s a root principle of our
system of government. Hence, any election
which flouts that principle is intolerable
and merits the severest censure and pun-
ishment.

This investigation resulted from charges
and countercharges made by Patrick J.
Hurley, the defeated Republican candidate
for the Senate, and Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ,
the Democratic winner. Chavez supporters
claim open-view voting has been customary
in parts of New Mexico and there was noth-
ing wrong in having it happen again last
year.

That argument is as fraudulent as the
offense it presumes to defend. A wrong
which strikes at the essence of free Ameri-
can elections 1s no less wrong because it
has become a habit.

Unless the subcommittee, headed by
Senator Frank A. BarreTT, of Wyoming, and
the Senate itself, regard this kind of cor-
ruption with the utmost seriousness, they
will be seriously reflecting on their own
sense of decency.

If it were not these great independent
newspapers scattered from one end of
our ireat country to the other to which
the Senator from New Mexico referred,
then perhaps it was the press of his own
State which he accused of libels, insinu-
ations and inuendos. Permit me to read
into the REcorp an editorial under date
of Friday, March 12, 1954, taken from
the Santa Fe New Mexican, one of the
West's oldest independent newspapers,
founded in 1849, and, I might add, whose
editor and publisher is the Honorable
Robert McKinney, a Democrat and for-
mer Assistant Secretary of the Interior
during the Truman administration.
Here is what Mr. McKinney's newspaper
states:

Completion of the Senate Elections Sube-
committee report on New Mexico's sena-
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torial election brought a finding that, in
effect, no election had been held in the
State for Senator, in view of the many ir-
regularities.

In the furor which should develop im-
mediately over whether or not Senator
Cuaavez should be unseated, the important
point of th2 report should not be forgotten
by New Mexico voters. Undoubtedly there
is substance for the highly critical report
on New Mexico's election picture. And, as
of this moment, New Mexico hasn't done
a8 blessed thing to remedy its miserable
election code,

The Iirregularitlies which were a part of
the senatorial election also were a part of
the election for other offices. And the Ir-
regular conduct of electlon officials is cer-
tainly not restricted to the election just
passed. The forthcoming primary and gen-
eral elections can be manipulated left or
right—whichever way 1s most expedient for
experience-minded election officials.

Regardless of the outcome of the present
vote contest, the people of New Mexico will
lose a golden opportunity to strike for good
government if they don’t capitalize on the
results of the election probe and demand
revision of the State election code to pro-
vide adequate safeguards against manipula-
tion of elections. If the voters of the State
don't demand such reforms, we might just
as well head back to the Dark Ages and
glve up this democracy stufl.

That is not all the New Mexican has
said editorially about this contest for
under date of February 9, 1953, this same
great newspaper in an editorial con-
cluded:

Probably it would be a good thing for
the Senate investigators to probe deeply
into the last election and make public every
instance of skullduggery they find. A few
good stiff jail raps hung on some of those
who despoil our right of franchise would
be a healthy thing.

From the contestee and his spokes-
men we have heard many times that
the people of his State resented our in-
vestigation and have been slandered by
it. What does a respected, independent
newspaper, the Roswell (N. Mex.) Daily
Record, say about this? I read from a
March 18, 1954, editorial:

The fact that a Senate subcommittee will
bring up the matter of unseating New Mex-
ico’s Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, Monday, brings
to mind that some spokesmen who do not
approve of the report of the committee have
declared that the recommendation is a re-
flection upon the people of New Mexico, and
that they resent it.

Wholesale irregularities in elections are a
reflection upon the people of the State, and
why one should resent the exposure of crook-
edness and carelessness in selecting State and
national officers is hard to explain, unless
those who resent it are in favor of such
practices.

It is a reflection upon the people that they
have stood for such practices perhaps for
generations. At least they have been known
for a great many years, and it has been taken
for granted that vote stealing and changing
goes on in certain counties at every elec-
tion. The old story that some county politi-
cal leaders get in touch with favored candi-
dates and ask them how many votes they
need is not fiction by any means.

Marking ballots to suit the fancy of elec-
tion officials also is not fiction, and the list
of offenses goes on to great length, including
the burning of ballots illegally.

Since the people have known these prac-
tices have been going on all this long time it
is a reflection upon them that they have
not done something to stop it, and make
one’s privilege of franchise something of
greater value than it is in some places.
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The people do not have to put up with such
practices, and where they occur if they are
more careful about the kind of county offi-
clals they select they will not continue long.

Let’s wait until we have cleared the record
before we protest too much,

From Artesia, N. Mex., comes this
comment from a newspaper, the Artesia
Advocate, which prides itself in affiliat-
ing editorially with the Democrat Party.
f;so;n the Artesia Advocate of April 7,

For years we have heard the charge made in
our State that some successful politician
stole an election. That is a serious charge.
We should be interested in determining
whether it is or isn't true. It is possible the
present investigation will prove that it is
true or if not then it will halt the practice
which has prevailed.

We know that ballots have been burned
in Dona Ana County on two different occa-
sions. One time these were the primary elec-
tion ballots at one of the voting precincts.
The other occasion saw all of the general
election ballots for the election held last
November 4 burned on the orders of the dis-
trict judge. Later the.judge sald it was an
honest mistake—he thought the law pro-
vided for burning of the ballots 90 days after
the election. The law provides for destroy-
ing the ballots 90 days after the canvassing
board adjourns. The time limit for de-
stroying the ballots had not arrived at the
time the ballots were burned.

So if General Hurley is not successful in
winning the seat in the Senate he definitely
has rendered a public service to our State
and election practices will probably under-
g0 a change before another election is held.

How does the Gallup Independent of
Gallup, N. Mex., the Indian capital of
the world, feel about our investigation?

I quote from a Gallup Independent
editorial appearing in the Roswell Daily
Record of March 18, 1954:

No matter what the outcome of the con-
test to unseat Senator DEnNIs CHAVEZ In the
United States Senate, the Gallup Independ-
ent has the notion that the State of New
Mexico ought to profit by the election ir-
regularities that were turned up in the in-
vestigation. Get elections back on a legal
and level basis, says the Independent, and
leave no room for complaints of fraud and
negligence,

When the senior Senator from New
Mexico said that his people had been
slandered perhaps he meant Judge
Scoggin who illegally ordered the burn-
ing of some 13,000 ballots. The Silver
City Daily Press editorial quoted in the
Roswell Daily Record of March 18, 1954,
has something to say on this subject:

The Silver City Daily Press declares that
it is a sad commentary on contemporary
politics when a judge can illegally burn elec=
tion ballots and not be indicted for pal-
pable fraud. The Press refers to Judge
Scoggin, who authorized destruction of Dona
Ana County ballots that were due to be
recounted in the senatorial investigation of
the Hurley-Chavez electlon. The Press says
that the county’s chief enforcer knowingly
committed a crime against the public. And
the Press wonders if the voters will have
gumption enough to kick him off the bench.

The Las Cruces Sun-News, a large in-
dependent newspaper of Las Cruces,
N. Mex., looks at the probe in this light.
On March 24, 1953, it stated editorially:

As we have pointed out before, the cry
that an election was stolen has gone up in
the State a good many times. It is time
that we either prove that this is mot true
or that those responsible for dishonesty in
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our elections be disclosed and the practices
halted.

The Hurley investigation will have a ten-
dency to do just that—ecreate so much fear
that those who might decide to try and win
an election by fraud will never attempt it
again.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
SwyrtH of Maine in the chair). The time
of the Senator from Indiana has ex-
pired. :

Mr. BARRETT. Madam President, I
yield 5 additional minutes to the Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. JENNER. Madam President, be-
cause of the shortage of time, I ask
unanimous consent that several addi-
tional editorials and quotations from
New Mexican newspapers, together with
my comments thereon, be printed in the
REecorp at this point.

There being no objection, the edito-
rials and guotations and comments were
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

A waste of money? An insult to New Mex-
ico? How does the Farmington Daily Times,
an outstanding independent newspaper in
northern New Mexico, answer? From a May
11, 1953, editorial I quote:

“The investigation has been attacked as
a waste of money and as an insult to New
Mexico.

“That may be the way they think of it
in Washington but people out here don't
share the opinion.

“Thoughtful New Mexicans don’t think of
the investigation as a straight party sub-
ject and they are willing to endure any in-
sults that might be involved if the investi-
gation can contribute anything to correcting
the lax and illegal election practices that have
developed here.”

From the eastern half of the State, the
editorially independent Tucumecari Daily
News regards our investigation as a “painful
but welcome remedy if it cures our election
ius.”

An article taken from the Tucumeari Daily
News and appearing in the Albuquerque
Journal of April 25, 1953, reads as follows:

“The Senate decision to proceed with full-
dress investigation of New Mexico’s recent
senatorial election promises to bring some
painful publicity to the State about the way
we conduct our balloting. But we could
stand some of that if it would correct some
of the practices that have grown up here.

“At some time in the dim past New Mexico
people became inured to voting in precincts
without private polling booths. Somewhere
along the line we became too tired to com-
plain any more about sloppy and careless
handling of election records, and we even
reached the place that we didn't have the
energy to make much of the fuss about the
illegal burning of all the ballots marked in
three counties.

“Investigators have been shocked about
things they found in the conduct of our elec-
tions which we had come to accept as con-
ventional practice in electing public officials,
And they expressed surprise about other
practices which we long ago despaired of
correcting.

“Now all of those things are about to be
moved under a national spotlight and New
Mexico in all likelihood will be shown up as
A place of corrupt and sloppy election pro-
cedure.

“That’s going to be painful but it will be
a welcome remedy if it cures our election
lls.

Mr. JENNER. Madam President, I
have quoted from the Independent and
Democrat press representing every
corner of the State of New Mexico.
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This concluding editorial appeared a
week or so ago in Albuquerque, New
Mexico’s largest city, in the most widely
read newspaper in the State, and the
only evening newspaper in Albuquerque.
It is the editorially independent Albu-
querque Tribune. It has directed its
editorial to those of us sitting here today
in solemn judgment of whether or not
the people of New Mexico freely ex-
pressed their will for a United States
Senator on November 4, 1952.

The editorial reads as follows:

In its essence, the report of the Senate
committee investigating the 1952 Chavez-
Hurley senatorial contest finds that fraud—
including denial of secrecy of the ballot—
was so rampant that it is impossible to tell
who honestly should have been elected.

The committee recommends, then, that the
seat held by Senator CHavez be vacated and
the election be called no contest.

In the circumstances, this is the only
logical choice,

But the final decision is up to the full
Senate.

In this election year, with a Senate about
evenly divided between Republicans and
Democrats, there is an apparent disposition
on both sides to duck this issue.

No amount of evasion can refute the
evidence. Evaslon will not uphold the
honesty of elections. Evasion will not de-
fend the integrity of the Senate.

If the Senate rejects the investigating
committee’s report, or dodges the issue, it
will be in the position—clearly—of giving
its consent to fraud. It will be impugning
its own moral and legal integrity. This is
not a vote for political partisans. It is a
vote for Senators willing to stand up and
be counted on the constitutional rights of
free American electors.

I wish to ask the senior Senator from
New Mexico if this is the kind of libel
and slander to which he referred last
week. Is it libelous to denounce political
fraud? Is it libelous to fight for every
citizen's constitutional right to a secret
ballot? Is it libelous to champion the
cause of free expression of the will of
the people of New Mexico?

If these things constitute libel and
slander, then this makes the third time
in 28 years that the United States Senate
has heard such charges from a senatorial
candidate from the State of New Mexico.
In 1925 from former Senator Holm O.
Burson, in 1935 from Senator Dennis
Chavez, and in 1953 from Gen. Patrick
J. Hurley. All have filed formal com-
plaints with this body charging that the
people of New Mexcio were deprived of
their right freely to choose a United
States Senator.

Let us look at the record. What did
the Honorable DENNis CHAVEZ charge in
his petition filed in 1935 when he con-
tested the election of the then Senator
Bronson Cutting?

Allow me to read one of many refer-
ences he has made to political corrup-
tion, denial of a secret ballot and ghost-
voting as practiced in his State. This
excerpt is from section 5, page 3 of the
official printed copy for the use of the
United Statés Senate Committee on
Privileges and Elections, dated 1935, and
titled “Petition of DENNIS CHAVEZ":

If the unregistered votes hereinafter men-
tioned and referred to and which, under
the laws of the State of New Mexico, are void
and forbidden in nrandatory terms to be
counted or eanvassed, which law has been
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held by the supreme court of the State to
be mandatory, are excluded from said totals,
and votes and ballots cast by aliens, insane
persons, persons who were under age, persons
who are not citizens of the State of New
Mexico, persons who voted more than
once, persons who voted under assumed
names, persons who voted in the names of
persons already dead, and persons whose bal-
lots were unlawfully marked by others, and
persons whose ballots were marked in dis-
regard of the laws of the State of New Mex-~
ico intended to preserve the secrecy of the
ballot, and which ballots were counted and
canvassed for sald Cutting, this petitioner
would have a substantial majority over Bron-
son M. Cutting, and ought of right be de-
clared entitled to the office of the United
States Senator from the State of New Mex-
ico instead of said Bropson M. Cutting.

When I first read Senator Caavez’ peti-
tion of 1935 I could not help but note the
similarity of charges made in that peti-
tion and the one filed last year, 18 years
later, by Hon. Patrick J. Hurley. In ef-
fect, both General Hurley and Senator
CHAVEZ have told this body the same
story of denial of the free will of the
people of New Mexico. Only the year in
which it is told is different. Only the
magnitude of the offenses is greater.

With all due respect to the Senator
from New Mexico, I might say, “The
chickens have come home to roost.”

If, in 1954, it is libelous to denounce
political fraud and denial of the basic
rights of the people, then I say it was
just as libelous in 1935, and that the
senior Senator from New Mexico stands
guilty of libel along with the Nation’s
free press, and along with General
Hurley.

If this be libel—if this be slander—let
us thank the Almighty God for those
courageous individuals who are responsi-
ble for it.

Mr. HENNINGS. Madam President,
I yield a few minutes to the senior Sena-
tor from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER].

Mr. ELLENDER. Madam President, I
do not know that I ean add very much
to what has already been brought out
in this debate, except by way of empha-
sis. I wish to say, before I go into the
merits of this case, that in 1945 I was
chairman of a special committee which
held hearings in connection with a move
to contest the Senate seat then held by
the distinguished former Senator from
Maryland, Mr. O'Conor. The committee
which I headed held hearings for quite
some time and submitted its report to a
successor committee. Instead of adopt-
ing the report as submitted by the
special eommittee, of which I was chair-
man, the Senate during the succeeding
80th Congress saw fit to delve into the
matter further. Bluntly, an additional,
duplicating investigation was begun in
order to try to defeat the will of the peo-
ple of the State of Maryland. On top of
this, however, an effort was also made to
deprive the distingunished Senator from
‘West Virginia [Mr. K1Lcore] of his right-
ful seat in the Senate. After an in-
vestigation covering over 2 years, during
which it spent $350,000, the Committee
on Rules and Administration of the
Senate rendered its report. This report
was almost identical to the report which
had been made some 2 years before by
the committee of which I was chairman.
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The expenses of the committee that I
headed had spent about $30,000, as I
recall.

It is true, Madam President, that with
reference to the New Mexico investiga-
tion, I have tried to curtail the expenses
of the special subcommittee, but I be-
lieve I was on solid ground in my at-
tempt. As a result of my efforts, there
was saved since last August the differ-
ence between $160,000, what was re-
quested, and $37,000, the amount
granted.

What is the situation as developed by
this committee? General Hurley not
only tried but succeeded in getting the
canvassing board in New Mexico to re-
count the ballots in the New Mexico
election. When the recount was con-
ducted in the precincts which were
selected by General Hurley, instead of
decreasing the number of votes for
Senator CuavEz, as was charged here,
the recount increased the total Chavez
votes by 304.

Not satisfied with that, however, Gen-
eral Hurley proceeded to file a petition,
in which he accused the New MexXico
commissioners, and all officials who had
anything to do with the election, with
everything in the book. He submitted a
shotgun blast of charges. Soon after
the petition was filed, the attorney for
the subcommittee went to New Mexico,
and an agreement was entered into be-
tween the attorneys on both sides;
namely, those representing Mr. Hurley
and those representing Senator CHAVEZ.
It was understood that a recount would
be made in Bernalillo County. There
seems to be a little difference of opinion
as to whether the recount should have
been continued within any other coun=
ties, but, in my opinion, it is safe to say
that the intention was to determine
whether there had been any fraud in
Bernalillo County. If fraud were dis-
closed in that county, the investigation
was to be continued in other counties.
That, as I understand it, was the agree-
ment.

What happened? I believe the ques-
tion can best be answered by reading an
excerpt from an editorial that was pub-
lished in the Albuquerque Journal, a
newspaper which supported the present
Republican administration in New Mex-
ico as well as General Hurley. The
article complained, among other things,
that $33,000 a month was being spent in
the Hurley-Chavez senatorial contest. I
read the pertinent portions from the edi-
torial as follows:

But let’s face the facts. All doesn't seem
too well so far. Originally, it was under-
stood, practically agreed to, that the recount
would be finished in big Bernalillo County
before any other county would be dragged
into the costly investigation.

The recount in Bernalillo 1s not yet fin-
ished—Iin fact, far from finished. Suddenly
the Senate subcommittee, through its chief
counsel, Wellford Ware, called for an opening
of all the Rio Arriba County boxes for a
recount.

There has been no legitimate explanation
as to the attempt to jump into Rio Arriba
County boxes before the Bernalillo County
recount is finished. The lowdown, however,
is that the recount so far in Bernalillo
County has shown but little variation from
the November official count,
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The contest was based on gross fraud and
corruption. As of now no semblance of
fraud or corruption has been discovered and
only a slight change in the vote—a change
due only to technical and wholly unimpor-
tant and unintentional errors. These few
errors are on both sides, not just one.

It would seem that a highly partisan
Republican investigating group, chagrined by
the failure of Bernalillo County to produce
any tangible discrepancies, has now seized
upon Rio Arriba County in a desperate effort
to salvage some of its investigating prestige.

That, Madam President, is what the
Albuquerque Journal had to say. I be-
lieve “a desperate effort to salvage some
of its investigating prestige” is the rea-
son why the subcommittee abandoned
the procedure under which it had begun.
A change of tacties from a contest by
General Hurley, by way of a petition, to
an independent investigation initiated
by the Republican members of the sub-
committee was started. As my good
friend, the distinguished Senator from
Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS] stated yester-
day, all of this was done without his
knowledge or consent. Partisan inves-
tigators supervised by a partisan attor-
ney in the person of Mr. Ware, scraped
and combed the whole State in search
of political dirt. The evidence taken
showed no fraud on the part of Senator
CHAVEZ, nor any fraud on the part of any
of the officials who conducted the elec-
tion. All of the ex parte statements
taken by the investigators Ilikewise
showed no fraud on the part of Senator
CHAVEZ, nor against anyone connected
with his organization. Having heard
that an investigation of this election was
undertaken by the FBI at the request of
General Hurley, I wrote a letter fo Attor-
ney General Brownell, in which I asked
certain questions. I quote from that
letter:

As you may have noticed from the press,
the Senate Rules Committee will soon con-
sider a report made by a subcommittee of
that committee, pertaining to the Chavez-
Hurley election in New Mexico in November
of 1952,

I was reliably informed that General Hur-
ley made many charges of fraud to the FBI,
and that an investigation was conducted by
that agency as a result of those charges. I
am wondering if the FBI reported to you in
the matter, and if so with what results.
Were any of the charges made by General
Hurley well founded? I would appreciate
knowing what you have done or propose to
do with such reports as may have been fur-
nished to you by the FBL. Were any of the
charges substantiated, and do you intend to
pursue the matter before the courts?

I fully expected cooperation from the
Attorney General’s office, because I was
reliably informed that an investigation
had been made. In order to expedite
matters I sent a telegram under date of
March 19, 1954, referring to the letter
which I have just read. I was hopeful
of obtaining some information as to
fraud. I finally received from Deputy
Attorney General William P. Rogers the
following answer to my inquiry:

The policy of this Department consistently
through the years has been that information
such as you request should not be made
available to anyone outside the Department.
When any action is taken which appropri=-
ately may be made public, we will be pleased
to notny you.
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It would have been an easy matter for
the subcommittee to have obtained the
information so that all the facts could
be presented to the Senate.

Mr. BARRETT. Madam President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I will yield on the
time of the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. BARRETT. I yield an additional
minute to the Senator.

The Senator from Louisiana says he
wants information. The Attorney Gen-
eral has written to me again that he
wants the ballots immediately after the
subcommittee has finished with them.
He has said he proposes to take some
action. Is that the information which
the Senator desires?

Mr. ELLENDER. Was the Senator
from Wyoming given information as to
the number of charges which were ac-
tually investigated, and as to what be-
came of the charges which were investi-
gated?

Mr. BARRETT. No; I have no infor-
mation as to that.

Mr. ELLENDER. I wish the Senator
from Wyoming had obtained that infor-
mation. I understand that of the nu-
merous charges made only a few have
not been completely investigated. As to
those completed, there was no basis for
prosecution. The few not completed are
awaiting an inspection of some ballots
by the investigators.

So far as fraud is concerned, I was in-
formed that there was no fraud.

Mr. BARRETT. I do not know who
so informed the Senator from Louisiana
in that respect.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator’s sub-
committee’s report did not contain any
evidence of fraud, nor did it direct any
charges of fraud against either candi-
date.

Madam President, we are being asked
to rely upon statements made ex parte
to annul the election in question; state-
ments that have not been presented to
the Senate in any form except in the
majority report; statements that were
more or less obtained in secret without
the knowledge or consent of the minority
member of the subcommittee; state-
ments which the attorneys of Senator
Cuavez had no opportunity to challenge.

Time will not permit me to go into
more detail as to the evidence relied
upon but I would like to point out just
one of the misleading statements of the
law presented to the Senate by the par-
tisan attorney of the subcommittee here-
inabove referred to. On page 16 of the
majority report it is stated, with refer-
ence to section 56-347 of the New Mex-
ico election law, as follows:

To demonstrate and clarify beyond any
doubt its avowed intention to carry out its
constitutional mandate to preserve the se-
crecy of the ballot, the Legislature of New
Mexico enacted section 56-347, supra, which
states failure to “substantially comply with
the provision of the election code designed
to protect the secrecy and security of the
ballot * * * the votes of such entire elec-
tion division shall be rejected.”

The lack of substantial compliance with
the provisions of the code requiring voting

booths will cause the rejection of all the
votes cast in an entire election division.
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The Senate will note that, according
to the law as quoted in the majority re-
port, mere failure to comply with the
election code provision “relating to se-
crecy and security of the ballot” renders
“the votes of such entire election divi-
sion” liable to rejection. /

This is not the law. This is a mis-
statement of the law. I direct the atten-
tion of the Senate to the statute in ques-
tion and in particular to that portion
which the majority has regarded as so
inconsequential as to delete from the
above-quoted statement:

In any election contest a prima facie show-
ing that the election officials of any election
division have failed to substantially comply
with the provisions of the election code, de-
signed for protecting the secrecy and sanctity
of the ballot and the correct recording of
the names and numbers of the ballots in the
pollbook, and the entering of the ballot
numbers in the book of bound original affi-
davits of registration as herein provided,
shall cast upon the candidates of the po-
litical party which had majority representa-
tion upon the board of election officials for
such election division the burden of prov-
ing that no fraud, intimidation, coercion, or
undue influence was exerted by said election
officials, and that the secrecy and purity of
the ballot were safeguarded and no inten-
tional evasion of the substantial require-
ments of the law was made. Upon fallure
to make a showing upon which the trial
court shall so find, the votes of such entire
election division shall be rejected: Provided,
That no such rejection shall be so made
where it appears to the trial court that the
election officials ignored the statutory re-
quirements with the probable intent of pro-
curing the rejection of the vote of such
election division.

Any attorney, Madam President, who
so deliberately endeavored to deceive a
court of law would, I feel certain, be im-
mediately subjected to disbarment pro-
ceedings.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
Smrta of Maine in the chair). The time
of the Senator from Louisiana has ex-
pired.

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished junior Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Madam President, one of the first rules
of equity jurisprudence I learned as a
student of law was that fraud vitiates
everything it touches. Fraud vitiates
every contract known to the law. Fraud
vitiates every human transaction.
Fraud is obnoxious to the nostrils of
every decent human being. There is an-
other rule of equity which has just the
same appeal to me: It is equally as strong
as the first rule I mentioned. In sub-
stance it is “he who seeks equity, must do
equity.” If the committee’s report would
seek equity, let it do equity. With these
elementals, honest men seldom, if ever,
disagree. To them I subscribe with every
particle of my being. It is in the appli-
cation of the facts in each case that
men in their conception of these prin-
ciples differ.

I have taken a wholly detached view
of the election contest in New Mexico.
Let us look at it from all its angles and
from all its points of view. I have a point
of view which I wish to develop briefly
and in just a few words. That there may
never be any mistake about my position,
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I have reduced my thoughts to the notes
I am now following.

Let me with pardonable pride say that
I doubt seriously if there is a Member in
this body who questions the sincerity of
my purpose in what I am about to say.

I have read the “findings and con-
clusions” of the majority opinion on
pages 3, 4, and 5 of the report. My as-
signments on the Post Office and Civil
Service, the Judiciary, and Agriculture
Committees of the Senate together with
the other duties each of us have, make it
impossible for me to read, digest, or
analyze the evidence which supports or
negates the “findings and conclusions.”
From my point of view I am going to as-
sume that the evidence is in the record.
I want it understood clearly that I can
agree 100 percent with those “findings
and conclusions” and at the same time
be consistent and wholly disagree with
the committee’s recommendations.

First. The committee has not asso-
ciated Dennis CHAVEz with a single
fraudulent vote so far as those findings
and conclusions are concerned.

Second. To make DENNIS CHAVEZ the
Guinea pig for an indictment of the elec~
tion machinery of New Mexico under the
circumstances set forth in the report in
the absence of personal wrongdoing on
his part is wholly unfair, unprecedented,
and beyond the scope of our authority.

Third. To punish DENNIS CHAVEZ with-
out admitting at the same time that the
alleged fraudulent votes in New Mexico
elected a Republican governor and were
cast for a Republican President is to con-
vict him on the one hand and reward
the others on the other hand.

I take it that there is not a single
Senator in this body who will not sub-
scribe, as I subscribe, to the abstract
virtues in the committee’s “findings and
conclusions.” The language adopted is
most appealing. The virtues extolled
are most attractive. The historical sen-
timent in the report is beautifully
phrased. How utterly meaningless, how
miserably futile and how pitifully help-
less does it all become when there is not
a word, a single syllable or clause and
not a sentence on pages 3, 4, and 5 of
the report which says:

“DENNIS CHAVEZ, you have a personal
hand in the fraud in New Mexico.”

“DENNIS CHAVEZ, you personally helped
to vote the vote of a dead man in New
Mexico.”

“DENNIS CHAVEZ, you personally helped
to deprive 55,000 New Mexico citizens of
their right to vote.”

“DENNIS CHAVEZ, you are personally
responsible for the breakdown of the
electoral system in New Mexico.”

“DENNIS CHAVEZ, you helped to pervert
the secrecy of the ballot in New Mexico.”

“DENNIS CHAVEZ, you personally co-
erced and intimidated the voters of New
Mexico.”

“DENNIS CHAVEZ, you personally pre-
vented a free election in New Mexico.”

“DENNIS CHAVEZ, you are responsible
for preventing a free choice by the peo-
ple of New Mexico.”

“DENNIS CHAVEZ, you are personally
responsible for violating the principle
that a government derives its ‘powers
from the consent of the governed’,”
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“DEeNNIS CHAVEZ, you are personally re-
sponsible for the archaic system of elec-
tions now prevailing in New Mexico.”

“Now, DENNIS CHAVEZ, for all of these
evils and wrongdoings in the election in
1952 in New Mexico, you are personally
responsible and we are going to declare
your seat vacant and recommend a new
election.”

Do the “conclusions and findings” of
the committee contain a single count
like those I have just enumerated? No,
not one. The committee’'s report does
not so declare. I will ask Senators to
read pages 2, 3, and 4 of the report, and
find, if they can, a single charge that
Dennis CrAvEz is guilty of some per-
sonal wrongdoing. Point out, I repeat,
i word, 1 syllable, 1 clause, or 1 sen-
tence in that report which would in-
dict DeEnnNIs CHAVEZ personally. The
burden of the argument, the labor pains
of the committee, the whole argument,
is a condemnation of an election system,
the machinery for the elections in New
Mexico, rather than a pointing of the
finger of responsibility to CrAvEZ, whom
they ask us to make the victim of it.

Are we to hang the wrongdoing of a
system on CHavEz without, at the same
time, charging him with the same re-
sponsibility for establishing a wrong type
of election machinery? Are we to make
him the object lesson of our wrath, and
not at the same time charge him with
personal responsibility? He who seeks
equity from me must do equity to me.

What are some of the other facts in
the case? Governor Mechem was elect-
ed by a majority of 18,000 votes. Pres-
ident Eisenhower carried the State by
about 27,000 votes; Senator Cuavez had
a majority of only 5,000 votes. We do
not have the power and we would not
assert that power, if we had it, to de-
clare Governor Mechem's office vacant.
Nor would we declare the votes for Pres-
ident Eisenhower fraudulent. Bear in
mind, if you please, that the same votes
which elected Governor Mechem, which
were cast for President Eisenhower, and
which were cast for two Representatives
at Large, were cast at the same polling
places, in the same precinets, and in the
same districts, were the votes that elected
DENNIS CHAVEZ.

Would the committee have the Senate,
if it could, set aside all the elections in
New Mexico? I dare say not.

In every election contest for the right
to a seat in this body with which I am
familiar, the Senate has never unseated
a man who had not first personally been
charged and found guilty of some wrong-
doing. The committee has not the cour-
age to charge DENNIS CHAVEZ with per-
sonal wrongdoing. The finger of re-
sponsibility is never pointed to him per-
sonally.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from South Caro-
lina has expired.

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
ask for an additional minute.

Mr. HENNINGS. Madam President, I
allot 1 more minute to the Senator from
South Carolina.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Bear with me, Senators, when I say this
to you: Suppose in the heyday of the
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power of our votes on this side of the
aisle in 1933, in 1936, in 1940, we had at-
tempted to do what the committee re-
port would now have us do. The spec-
tacle and the reflection of that condition
should now command your consideration,
and more so in the years to come. The
precedent you would now establish would
return to plague you in years to come.

I contend with all the seriousness that
possesses my soul that it is wrong to in-
flict upon Dexnis CuAVEZ the conse-
quences of all the evils so painstakingly
set forth in the committee report and not
to charge him at the same time, with a
single iota of personal wrongdoing in the
perpetration of those evils.

If it is right for Governor Mechem to
hold his office as a Republican Governor
of New Mexico by these votes, and by this
sort of election machinery, if it is right
to cast the electoral vote of New Mexico
for President Eisenhower, if it is right for
two Representatives at Large to hold of-
fice, then why is it wrong to cast only
5,000 of the more than 55,000 wrong votes
for DeENNIs CHAVEZ? Answer that, if you
please.

I will not cast my vote to sustain a
principle that would maintain Governor
Mechem in office and permit the free
electoral votes to go to President Eisen-
hower and at the same time deny those
same votes to a respected Member of this
body. Perish the thought that would
so prompt my conscience.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from South Carolina
has expired. The Chair recognizes the
Senator from Missouri.

Mr. HENNINGS. Madam President, I
allot 5 minutes to the distinguished
Jjunior Senator from Texas.

Mr. DANIEL. The junior Senator
from Texas comes from a State which
borders on the State of New Mexico.
From the wording of the New Mexico
election statutes which have been cited
concerning voting booths, it would ap-
pear that New Mexico has either bor-
rowed the Texas statutes, or that the
statutes of both States come from the
same source.

In my State it is required by law that
in cities of less than 10,000 population
voting booths be provided for the voters.
I have voted in a city of less than 10,000
population ever since I have been of vot-
ing age, and I have never yet seen a
voting booth. I say that so that the
Senate will know that fraud is not neces-
sarily to be imputed from the failure of
election officials to follow the statutes
in the furnishing of voting booths.

Mr. BARRETT. Madam President, if
the Senator will yield, I wish to correct
him. The statute of New Mexico is not
identical with the statute of Texas in
that respect. Voting booths are required
and are mandatory in every precinct of
the State of New Mexico.

Mr. DANIEL. I must differ with my
good friend, the Senator from Wyoming,
because the Texas statute provides that
voting booths ‘“‘shall be furnished.” It
even states that they shall be “used” at
elections in voting precinets in towns or
cities of 10,000 inhabitants or less. There
is another statute applying to those with
more than 10,000 inhabitants.
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That statute has been held by the
Texas courts to be a mandatory statute.

In an election contest in my State the

court very properly refused to disfran-
chise all the people who voted at a certain
election precinct simply because the offi-
cials of the election failed to follow the
mandatory duty of furnishing voting
booths. That ruling was made in the
case of Altgelt against Callaghan., There
was exactly the same kind of contest with
which the Senate is faced today.

Mr. BARRETT. Will the Senator give
me the citation?

Mr. DANIEL. One hundred and forty-
four Southwestern, 11686.

Mr. HENNINGS. The case is cited in
the minority views.

Mr. DANIEL. The case is cited on
page 16 of the minority views.

This is what the Texas court said in
that case:

The provision of the law in regard to vot-
ing booths is for the purpose of obtaining
secrecy of the ballot and is peculiarly for the
benefit of the voter, and while the law in
regard to the voters preparing their ballots
in the booth should be enforced, the failure
to do so would not invalidate the votes of
those not using the booths.

So, Madam President, I come from a
State which has statutes similar to the
New Mexico statutes, and which has had
election contests in which this very issue
has been raised. The courts of Texas
have stated that the law as to voting
booths should be followed, but that when
the election officials fail to follow the
law, the voters are not to be disfran-
chised, because they were not at fault.

It is possible to cast a secret ballot at a
desk or table, in a room if not too many
people are admitted, without voting
booths and curtains being provided. If
not, then the junior Senator from Texas
has not cast a legal ballot in his lifetime.
As I have stated, in my voting precinct
we always vote at tables, although our
law states that voting booths shall be
provided. Of course, the law should be
followed, but I do not know of any sim-
ilar precincts in my State in which the
law is followed. There is no fraud in
that; it is simply that the election judges
and the voters believe that they can
vote secretly at separate tables without
booths, and they have followed that
practice for many years. I point this out
so the Members of the Senate will know
that at least in one other State the vot-
ing-booth law is not being followed, even
though it is mandatory.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Texas has
expired.

Mr. DANIEL. May I have 1 addi-
tional minute?

Mr. HENNINGS. 1 yield to the Sena-
tor from Texas 1 additional minute.

Mr. DANIEL. Even though the law is
mandatory on the election officials, it is
not mandatory on the voters, and the
courts of Texas refuse to disfranchise the
people when election officials fail in their
duties.

In the present contest, no fraud is at-
tributed to Senator CrAvVEZ, and no fraud
is attributed to the voters of New Mexico.
The only irregularity or failure is on the
part of the election officials. I wish to
say I shall not cast my vote for the dis-
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franchisement of all the voters of New
Mexico merely because some of their
election officials failed to do their duty.

Mr. BARRETT. I allot myself 1 min-
ute, Madam President,

I take this time to answer a point
raised by the Senator from Louisiana.
He intimated that there was some agree-
ment between the minority member of
the subcorimittee and the majority that
we would end the investigation in New
Mexico after the conclusion of the re-
count in Bernalillo County.

I now read from the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp of May 7, 1953:

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield further?

Mr. BarreTT. I yield.

Mr. HeNnines. Is it not contemplated at
this time to recount only the ballots in
Bernalillo County with a view to determin-
ing from such a sample recount what the
subcommittee may do as to the ballots in
the rest of the State?

Mr. BarrerT. I would say to the Senator
that I think he is mistaken. The committee
has decided to make a recount of all the
ballots in New Mexico.

Later the Senator from Missouri ques-
tioned the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
PorTeEr], who said:

Mr. PorTeR. I should like to reply to the
distinguished Senator from Missourl. I be=-
lieve he will recall that it was the consen-
sus of the subcommittee that there would
be a recount of the ballots cast in the State
of New Mexico, and that the first county
to be considered would be the large county
of Bernalillo, in which the city of Albuquer=
que is located. I believe that about 25 per-
cent of the total votes cast in the State of
New Mexico are cast in that county. At the
time of the decision, I think we were more
or less informally agreed that we would take
a look to see what we could ascertain in New
Mexico. I do not believe there was any com-
mitment that we would do one thing or
another after looking Into the situation in
the one county. However, according to my
understanding, the arrangement agreed to
by the subcommittee was to have a recount
of all the ballots in the State of New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time allotted to the Senator from Wyo-
ming has expired.

Mr. HENNINGS. Madam President,
I yield myself 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Missouri is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. HENNINGS. I merely wish tosay
that during the colloguy, I took one po-
sition, namely, that there had been an
understanding., My friends and col-
leagues on the committee took another.
I still maintain my position that it was
our understanding that, as a test in a
so-called pilot county, we would have a
recount taken of the votes cast in Ber-
nalillo County, the largest county of the
State, containing approximately 25 per-
cent of the total population of the State.

By way of only slight amplification of
the statement made by the distinguished
junior Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL],
I may say that the important point to
be remembered throughout, when we are
considering the matter of mandatory
law, is whether the law is mandatory
upon the election officials or whether it
is mandatory upon the voters. In this
case the election law is mandatory upon
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the election officials of the State of New
Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Missouri has
expired.

Mr. HENNINGS. Madam President,
I now yield 1 minute to the distinguished
senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAY-
DEN].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arizona is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. HAYDEN. Madam President, at
a meeting of the Committee on Rules
and Administration at which the pend-
ing resolution was ordered to be reported
by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN-
NER], inquiry was made as to what the
investigation in New Mexico had cost.
I stated from recollection that the cost
had been approximately $206,000. At
this time I have before me, and submit
to the Senate, the exact figures. From
February 1, 1953, when the investigation
began, through March 8, 1954, they show
total expenditure of $207,553.33.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
allotted to the Senator from Arizona has
expired.

Mr. HAYDEN. Madam President——

Mr. HENNINGS. Madam President, I
yield an additional minute to the Senator
from Arizona.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arizona is recognized for
an additional minute.

Mr. HAYDEN. Madam President, the
statement, which I submit, and ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp, also shows the cost of the
investigation of the New Mexico Sena-
torial election contest up to March 15,
1954, as being $225,116.16, and a total
cost, including prospective expenditures
through March 31, of $228520.24. These
are the latest figures I could obtain from
the disbursing office of the Senate.

I also ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the REecorp, a
statement of the sums paid to person-
nel of the Subcommittee on Privileges
and Elections.

There being no objection, the two
statements were ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

TortaL CosT oF NEw MEXICcO INVESTIGATION

The Senate disbursing office supplied the
following information regarding disburse-
ments of the Subcommittee on Privileges and
Elections:

Expenditures as of Mar, 8, 1954_

Vouchers presented for pay-
ment =

Privileges and elections payroll
through Mar, 15 oo o__

Salaries of staff members paid
from Rules Committee work-
ing on privileges and elections
to Mar, 15

$207, 553. 33
852. 09

1, 519. 80

15, 190. 94
225, 116. 16

Expenses to Mar. 15, 1954_
Prospective expenses through
Mar, 31, 1954:
Privileges and elections payroll
Mar. 16 through Mar. 31______
Salaries of staff paid from Rules
Committee working on privi-
leges and elections, Mar, 15
through Mar. 81 e
Voucher submitted Mar. 22 for
payment

Total spent from Senate
since Jan. 20, 1953_...

1, 519.80

1, 548. 65
835. 63

228, 520.24
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Sums paid to personnel of the Subcommitice
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on Privileges and Eleclions, Feb. 1, 1953,

through Mar. 8, 1954

Annual Gross
Name and address From— To— salary | salary paid
Benson, John W, Baltimore, Md Mar. 1,1953 | Feb. 28,1954 | $7,819.96 $7,810.92
Berry, Lewis E., Jr Cheboyzan, Mieh. oo .| May 1,1953 | July 31,1953 | 10,815.02 2, 703. 75
Biahop John E., Oak If 5 St | el Mar. 2, 1953 | Sept. 30, 1953 7,810, 96 4, 539, 90
Brewer, Patricia E., buquorqu(' N. Mex._ May 21,1953 |____. do. -{ 3,613.89 1,304. 98
Bmwn, Irene, Altmqu{-rque N. Mex Feb. 13,1953 | June 2.5 “1653 3, 805. 08 1, 405. 76
Dennis, Leonard W., Amarillo, Te: Apr. 1,185 | Apr. 5 1053 | 6,003.71 83,38
Drewry, John M., Arlington, Va_.. Feb. 26,1053 | Apr. 3n 1953 | 10,068, 45 1,817.89
Floranee, Douglas E., Albuquerque, N. Mex. Feb, 23,1953 | July 18, 1953 5, 238. 97 2,124, 68
Florance, James J., Minneapolis, Minn_______ I‘t}n 12, 133 Aug, 21, 1953 3,613, 89 1, 003. 83
Garcia, Raymond B., Albuquerque, N. Mex.._ ord e b e U 1 g g } 2, 063. 84
Gutierrez, Albert, Albuquerque, N. Mex____ = R’l{ny 29, 192'3‘ Aug. 15 1953 3,013.89 T2
¥ f 195
Hill, Burton §., Sr., Buffalo, Wyo._....... 1ty Ties |Tome D] DMmEN smu
Jack, Alexander J., Albuquerque, N. Mex Feb. 13,1953 | Sept. 30,1053 | 5, 430. 16 3,439.07
Kemp, L. Stanley, Alexandria, Va__.____ Mar. 11,1953 | Sept. 30,1953 7,819, 96 4, 344. 40
Lord, 8amuel, Jr., Albuquerque, N, 11\"?'[%5' 3!;» 13?% July 27,1953 3,613.89 582,21
- eb, 27,1 July 31,1953 4,001, 85
Majeski, Emma M., “Gﬂol:lah, l.\I..J.,- {Nuv. 1.1953 | Feb. 25, 1954 4 665, 41 } 3, 305, 48
Miriani, Barbara A., Detroit, Mich____ Mar. 1,1953 | June 30,1953 4, 001. 85 1, 363. 02
Philbin, Richard E., Almonesson, N. J Feb. 1,1953 | Feb. 28, 1954 8, 005. 36 8, 672. 43
Poorbaugh, Jack M., Cincinnati, Ohio_ Mar, 14,1953 | Apr. 30,1953 8, 279. 10 1, 080. 87
Richardson, Mary 8., Cheyenne, Wyo... Feb, 27, 1953 | Sept. 30, 1953 3, 518.30 2,001, 42
Scott, Marilyn E., Terre Haute, Ind oo Tiee | pRl-2use| RGN Liocos
FQR (1053 | Feb. 161953 4, 283, 04
s A I, L} » 185 May 31, 1953 474.23
Strain, Mary L., W ton, D. C Juns 1,1053 | Sept. 30,1058 | 485601 |[ “9590.96
Oct. 1,1953 | Dee. 31, 1953 5, 716. 93
Trolana, Thelma M., Ban Francisco, Calif. o oo (l;({“t; 23 }&g g"e%‘ %.F_'_' }g;’j :'?ﬁﬁ } 4,376.22
Ware, Wellford H., Pitman, N, J___ -| Feb. 1,1953 | Dee. 31, 1953 1]: 646, 00 10, 675, 50
Warner, Farley W., Ala.__.. ... {}'b 1‘1, lﬂg July 31,1953 9, 570, 74 4, 785, 36
5 . 105
Webner, Ruth M., L it P Oct. 12193 | o Do | EoLEl s
3 May 8 1053 | June 151953 | 4, 283. 04
Alb , 283,
Woolston, Timothy P., querque, N. Mex {.{“n q 2 103 suiy 1 | 4300 773,81
x une une 21, 1953 4, 001. 85
Bauman, John A., Albuquerque, N. MeX_.oooooeeeeon.. June 221953 | Aug. 15 10 | 5,295 07 } 97906
Cervantes, Hector H., Albuquerque, N, Mex____.__.____ (e 10 1008 [ Bt Plce| Tiosell rme
Connelly, James J., SBanta Fe, N. Mex_...... June 4, 1053 Sept. 30, 1953 &, 238, 97 1, 702. 66
Ehrlich, Myron G.,, Washington, D. C_____ June 6,1953 | Sept. 30,1953 | 10, 815, 02 3,454.79
Hannahs, Fred C., Albuguerque, N. Mex.. June 4,1953 | Sept. 30, 1953 3,613. 80 1,174. 48
Hill, Burton 8., Jr., Buffalo, Wyo.________..... June 13,1953 | Aug. 15 1953 3, 613.89 632, 41
Kermedy, Phlllp P, 1., Alhuqucrqu(- N. Mex June 6,1953 | Aug. 31,1953 3, 613. 80 853, 26
Linner, Marvin E., J\lhuqucrquv, N. Mex_____ June 4,1953 | Sept, 11, 1953 3,613.80 083, 75
Mﬂjl.,skl Robert J., Wenonah, Eeis June 1,1953 | Sept. 30, 1953 4, 001. 85 1, 363. 02
May, James A., Al’buquerque. N. Mex June 4,1953 | Aug. 31,1053 3, 613.89 873.33
Miller, Robert B Albuquerque, N, Mex.__ June 18,1953 | Aug. 15,1953 3, 613. 89 582. 22
Sanchez, Patricio S., Albuquerque, N. Mex June 4,1953 | Sept. 30, 1953 3, 613, 89 1,174.48
Brown, Betty Lou, Albuquerque, N. Mex. June 24,1953 | Sept. 30, 1953 3, 613, 80 973. 71
Kime, Arlene D., Albuquerque, N. Mex___ June 29,1953 | Sept. 30, 1053 3,422, 72 874. 67
Koenig, James F., Los Angeles, Calif______ --| July 1,1953 | I 20, 1953 3, 6i13. 89 1, 706. 52
Romero, Elin E., Alhu(}uerque, N. Mex_________ Aug, 14. 1953 | Sept. 30, 1953 3, 613. 89 471,
Gustafson, HUWBTd 5. p PRI e Jan. 11,1954 | Feb. 17, 1954 5, 430. 16 55809
Total 107, 330. 12
Attorney fees: - (oaid M )
Quincy . Adams (pa ar. 8, 1054) . L 6, R75. 00
A, T, Hannett (paid Mar. 8§, 1954). = 6, gz.':;m
13, 750. 00
Disbursements made for the perlod Feb. 1, 1053, through
g en | NS R SRS CRCRERI I et e el ) | SO At L I 207, 553, 33
Batance, Mar, 8, 1954 (COB).... e 4, 852.07

Mr. HENNINGS. Madam President,
I yield 15 minutes to the distinguished
senior Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. HoEY].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from North Carolina is recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

Mr. HOEY. Madam President, I am
jealous of the good name of the Senate
of the United States. I have the highest
respect and reverence for the Members
who constitute this body. I believe in
their honesty and integrity, and I believe
they will not wish to follow the recom-
mendations of the committee in this case.

I have had some familiarity with elec-
tion contests. Thirty-three years ago I
was counsel for an election-contest case
in the House of Representatives, when
Dr. Ike Campbell, of North Carolina,
contested the seat of Robert L. Doughton
to be a Representative in Congress from
that district. I argued the case before
the committee, a majority of whom were
Republicans, The chairman of the com=-

mittee was the distinguished Representa-
tive Luce, from Massachusetts. We had
a full and complete hearing. At the
conclusion of the argument made on
that date the committee gave its verdict
in favor of Representative Doughton and
demonstrated that partisanship had no
part in connection with the determina-
tion of the result of an election contest.
I thought the Congress of the United
States was moving in accordance with
honor and high tradition, and that has
been the record of the Senate.

It is true there have been many elec-
tion contests before the Senate, but I
think we shall search the records in
vain to find any contest which has been
sustained on the basis of testimony
similar to that produced in this case.
Certainly we shall find no record to show
that any Member of this body has been
unseated on the basis of the allegation
of specifications similar to those alleged
in the present contest.
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What are the two bases upon which
we are asked to annul the New Mexico
senatorial election in 1952? Only two
are basic. One of them is, so we are
told, that election booths were not pro-
vided in some of the New Mexico elec=
tion precinets. The other is, so we are
told, that information was not given and
assistance was not rendered to the voters
in order that they might vote in accord-
ance with their will.

The evidence does not disclose that
any citizen of New Mexico was denied
the right to vote. The evidence does
not disclose that any election official of
the State of New Mexico was guilty of
fraud. The evidence does not disclose
that any election official of New Mexico
deprived any voter of that State of the
right to participate in the election and
to have his vote counted.

In other words, in the entire transac-
tion there is no proof that fraud was
committed by any election cfficial, much
less by the distinguished gentleman who
is one of the representatives of New
Mexico in this great body, or by anyone
representing him.

I think it is a rather unusual situation
when we find a committee asking the
Senate to expel a Senator who has been
an honored Member for approximately
19 years and has given devoted public
service to his State and his Nation when
the committee admits he has done no
wrong, that he has not violated any law,
that he is not guilty of any fraud, that
he did not use excess money in the elec-
tion, and when in connection with the
entire matter no charge reflecting upon
his honesty or integrity or capacity to
serve in this body is made.

Is not that an wunusual situation,
Madam President?

Mr. HENNINGS. Madam President,
will the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina yield at this time for a
question?

Mr. HOEY. I yield for a question.

Mr. HENNINGS. I take it from what
the Senator from North Carolina has
said that he will agree with what I un-
dertook to say yesterday, namely, that
this is not the time or the opportunity
to make an example of Senator CHAVEZ,
who has served honorably in the Con-
gress of the United States for 24 years,
merely because of the failure of some of
the officials in the State of New Mexico
fully to comply with the minutiae and
details of the election laws of New Mex-
ico. Does the Senator from North Caro=-
lina agree with me as to that?

Mr. HOEY. Yes; and I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri for
asking the question. I was about to em-
phasize that point.

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the Senator
from North Carolina.

Mr. HOEY. Madam President, I have
always understood that honor was per-
sonal, and that disqualification arose be=-
cause of failure to perform one’s duty or
because of the commission of some wrong
or some fraud by the person involved or
by someone acting in his behalf.

In this case there is no scintilla of evi-
dence to show that any of the irregular-
ities which occurred were either procured
by Senator Cravez or any friends of his
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or were the result of any move or desire
or purpose on his part.

What does it all mean, Madam Presi-
dent? We are told, “There were no vot=
ing booths at some places.”

Yet it has been fully explained that no
one was deprived of a right on that ac-
count, and the law does not impose a
penalty upon the voter simply because no
booth was provided for him.

After all, a voter can go into a fairly
good-sized schoolroom and mark his
ballot secretly and privately, if he
wishes to do so. When no election booth
is provided, as is said to be the case in
the election in New Mexico, that was a
rather good way to handle the situation.

It may be said that perfect compliance
with the election laws of the State should
be expected. However, we cannot ex-
pect perfection where perfection does
not exist.

Although I do not defend at all any
irregularities in the practices in connec-
tion with elections, for I think the
rights of all voters should always be pro-
tected, yet it would be unfair and anom-
alous to say that a United States Sena-
tor should be punished because of some
election irregularities, and that, in ad-
dition, all the people of the State of New
Mexico should be punished because some
of their election officials did not com-
ply with the law.

Madam President, what was the mat-
ter with the election in New Mexico?
After all, it ran true to form. For three
elections prior to this one, the people of
New Mexico had elected DENNIs CHAVEZ
as United States Senator from New Mex-
ico, and had defeated General Hurley
in his bid for election to the same posi-
tion. So it had become rather a habit
with the people of New Mexico to elect
DenNIs CHAVEZ as one of their United
States Senators, and to defeat General
Hurley. Thus, they were running true
to form and in accordance with the cus=
toms and habits of the generation.
Therefore there is nothing unusual
about it.

General Hurley had run in elections
before. He says that such irregulari-
ties occurred at other times. If he knew
that, he could have gone before the
courts of New Mexico and demanded a
writ of mandamus to force the election
officials to provide booths at wvarious
places; but he elected not to do so.
When he elected not to do so he accepted
the conditions which existed, and about
which he knew, and participated in the
election. It is a late time to come now
and ask not alone for a recount—which
went against him—but to ask that the
entire election in that State be canceled
out, thus depriving that State of half
its representation in the United States
Senate. I think it is a most unusual
proceeding in many respects. I cannot
conceive of this body being asked to take
the position that because of simple ir-
regularities of this kind we should say
thag the entire election was null and
void.

My good friend the distinguished
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor-
poN] has asked that the Governor of
New Mexico be requested not to appoint
a successor to Senator Cravez in the
event it is decided that there was no
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election. Of course, the Governor of
New Mexico would have no right to vio=
late the law and the Constitution, both
of which provide that he shall make an
appointment to fill a vacancy when it
occurs.

Furthermore, it would be a rather
unusual thing to say that we are to de-
prive the people of New Mexico of half
their representation in the Senate for
the remainder of this term, and until
the election in November.

Is there any reason why such punish-
ment should be visited upon a State and
its voters? 1Is there any reason why
punishment should be visited upon an
innocent man who has served his State
and the Nation in this capacity? We
have always felt that punishment ought
to be visited upon those who are guilty,
those who violate the law, those who
commit offenses. Throughout our en-
tire jurisprudence there is no provision
for punishing the innocent. Yet in this
contest, if the recommendation of the
majority of the committee should be ac=-
cepted and acted upon by the Senate,
we would be imposing punishment upon
the people of New Mexico and upon the
distinguished Senator from New Mexico.
My sense of fairness and justice revolts
against the conception of an adminis-
tration of justice in that fashion. I do
not think it is in harmony with the high
traditions of the Senate and of the Con-
gress in general through all the years
and through all-the contests we have
had, to determine a contest on that basis
and to deny the elemental principles of
right and justice to a Senator who has
served with us for so long and so well,
and who has made a great record of
service to his State and to the Nation.

I believe that as we consider this
question, the thought will appeal to our
consciences that when we come to de-
termine the right, we should apply it in
the same way as though the contest re-
lated to our own State.

There is no Senator who does not know
that in his State there are some irregu-
larities; but let it be said that after all
the investigations which have been made,
after great sums of money have been ex-
pended, many witnesses examined, and
many affidavits procured, there is not a
scintilla of evidence to show that the re-
sult would have been different if there
had been no irregularities. There is
not a thing to show that Senator CHAVEZ
profited by any of the iregularities, or
that General Hurley was disadvantaged
by any of the irregularities.

Is it not an unusual thing to say that
we are going to nullify an election when
such irregularities as have been present-
ed do not prove that if there had been
no irregularities the result would have
been different? As evidence that that
was true—that there would have been no
difference—I cite the fact that when the
recount was over, instead of losing, Sen-
ator CHAvEZ gained. Therefore, there
was no change and no detriment to
General Hurley. The only detriment in
this case, if the committee report should
be adopted, would be a detriment to
Senator Cravez, and a detriment to the
sovereign citizens of New Mexico.

Mr. GORE. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?
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Mr. HOEY. I yield to the Senator
from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. It was my pleasure to
serve in the House of Representatives
with a distinguished Representative from
New Mexico who later served as Gov-
ernor of that State, and then returned
to the House of Representatives. He re-
cently told me that he and his lovely
wife, whom I know, waited in line for
more than an hour to cast their ballots,
but because of the crowded conditions
and the unusual number of voters who
went to the polls, they were unable to
cast their ballots in a booth. This for-
mer Governor, former Representative,
and present Representative, and his wife
from that State, marked their ballots,
as did many other citizens, outside the
booth, but, nevertheless, he tells me that
they marked them in secret. Their
choice was known only to themselves.
They feel that their ballots should be
counted and that they should not be dis-
advantaged. I refer to Hon. JorN J.
DemMPsSEY, a Representative in Congress
from the State of New Mexico.

Mr, HOEY. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee.

The election laws enacted by the State
of New Mexico to provide booths into
which voters might go to mark their
ballots in secret are for the protection of
the voter. The laws which permit voters
to receive assistance are for the informa-
tion and aid of the voters. That does
not mean that the voter ought to be de-
prived of his right when such facilities
are not provided and that we ought to
take away from him his privilege merely
because some election official did not pro-
vide enough booths.

In this instance we are dealing with
people who are guilty of nothing wrong.
It is proposed to take away from them
their right of suffrage, their sovereignty,
and to take from the distinguished senior
Senator from New Mexico his seat in the
United States Senate. I cannot believe
that the Senate would wish to perpetuate
such a wroneg.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam

resident, may we have a statement of
the remaining time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The op-
ponents have 15 minutes, and the pro-
ponents 37 minutes.

Mr. BARRETT. Madam President, I
yield 15 minutes to the senior Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Corbonl.

Mr. CORDON. Madam President, I
rise in support of my amendment to the
pending resolution. I have been some-
what surprised to find an amendment
which seeks only to guarantee common
logic and common sense in a proceeding
before the Senate so viciously attacked
on the floor of the Senate. Even Sena-
tors who are opposing the pending reso-
lution have taken the position that the
resolution was incongruous in its effect.
That was the word used by the distin-
guished Senator from Missouri [Mr.
HenninGs] in his minority views. Its
effect was incongruous, in that in one
breath it would hold an election in New
Mexico to be invalid, and in the next
breath require the appointment of a
United States Senator by a Governor
who was elected at that invalid election.
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Of course, that is incongruous; it is cer-
tainly wholly illogieal, and, so far as tne
Senator from Oregon is concerned, it
would create such a situation that he
could not in good conscience vote for the
pending resolution, even though other-
wise all the facts justifying the adop-
tion of the resolution were found to be
present.

In substance, this amendment simply
states that the view of the Senate is that
a successor to Senator CravEz—if he
should be unseated—should come into
the Senate only pursuant to an election
under the laws of the State of New
Mexico.

Madam President, I understand that
some question has been raised with re-
spect to the constitutionality of such a
provision. That aquestion certainly
would not be raised by a lawyer. I doubt
whether it would be raised by a layman
who understood the word “constitution-
ality.” Constitutionality has nothing
whatever to do with it. In the first place,
the language has no legal effect. It is
a statement by the Senate that if the
resolution is adopted, and the Senate
thereby holds the election in New Mex-
ico to be invalid, the Senate feels that
the seat which is vacant should not be
filled by a Governor who was elected at
the same invalid election. It means
nothing more.

There is no legal effect attaching to it,
because if the Governor of New Mexico,
in the event the resolution should be
agreed to, with or without the amend-
ment being attached to it, were to ap-
point anyone to fill the vacant seat and
that person were to come to the Senate
equipped with a proper certificate of ap-
pointment, it would be up to the Senate
either to question his coming and de-
termine whether he should or should not
take the seat, or he would be seated on
the basis of the certificate of appoint-
ment from the Governor of New Mexico.

However, it seems to me that if the
Senate were to find, under the evidence,
so far as I have been able to get it, that
the election was so mishandled that it
could not be said to have been a valid
election, then certainly the Governor of
New Mexico, who was elected at the same
election, should at least have before him
something from the Senate indicative
of the Senate’s views with respect to any
action that might be taken by him.

Of course, there is an anomaly in the
situation; there is no question about
that; but the anomaly is more seeming
than real. We must understand that
the Senate can only act with respect to
the qualifications of its Members. It
cannot declare any election void with re-
spect to anyone else but its Members.
There is no judicial effect to any deci-
sion by the Senate of the United States
with respect to anyone except itself.
Consequently, it can make the finding
proposed by the majority of the commit-
tee, and so far as its membership is con-
cerned it is a valid finding. So far as
anyone else who may have been declared
elected at the same election is concerned,
it has no effect whatever, and can have
no effect whatever.

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield?
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Mr. CORDON. I am sorry, but I ean-
not yield in the time I have allotted to
me. The language of the amendment is
nothing more than a statement by the
Senate of the United States that it be-
lieves, inasmuch as the election is in-
valid as to the Senate seat, the person
who was elected Governor at that same
election should not, by virtue of his po-
sition resulting from that election, ap-
point to the Senate anyone who would,
as the result of that election, be hold-
ing office under an election which the
Senate has held to be invalid.

That is as far as the amendment goes.
It is a sound amendment, in the view of
the Senator from Oregon, and it should
be supported by every thinking Senator
who believes that there should be logic
and good sense in all actions taken by
the United States Senate.

Before I take my seat I should like
to say that my position in this matter
does not in any way reflect upon the
honesty, upon the good citizenship, and
upon the integrity of DEnNis CHAVEZ.
My vote in this case is based on the fact
that there was no election in the State of
New Mexico, and my vote rests upon
what I find in the record, which is in-
dicative of a general failure to carry out
New Mexico's own law. If the Senate is
barred from passing upon that question,
then I do not see how, under the provi-
sions of the Constitution, it ecan do its
full duty in passing upon elections and
upon the qualifications of its member-
ship.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. BARRETT. Madam President,
how much time do we have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
seven minutes.

Mr, BARRETT. I yield myself 3 min-
utes.

At this point I ask unanimous consent
to insert in the body of the Recorp a
comparison of the cost of the present
contest with that of the contest in the
case of O’Conor against Markey, in 1947
through 1949.

There being no objection, the compar-
ative statement was ordered to be print-
ed in the REcorp, as follows:

COMPARATIVE ELECTION CONTEST CoOSTS IN=-
VOLVING RECOUNTS

The following is taken from page 4 of mi-
nority views, report 1081, part 2:

“The investigation by the subcommittee
in this case has required over 13 months,
and more than $200,000 of the taxpayers’
money has been spent in an attempt to es-
tablish the truth of General Hurley's alle-
gations. Spacious offices, elaborately fur-
nished, were occupied by the chief counsel
and by subordinates recruited from all over
the country. The staff was abundantly sup-
plied with automobiles.

“It is of interest, parenthetically, to note
that the expenses involved in the New Mex-
ico investigation totaled more than twice
the amount of money ever before expended
in any election contest in the history of the
United States Senate.”

Comparison is made with the O'Conor-
Markey case in which the Maryland sena-
torial election of 1946 was contested. This
case Involved a recount of approximately an
equivalent number of paper ballots as did
the New Mexico contest. The Maryland in-
vestigation required 18 months (Rept. No.
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554, B1st Cong., 1st sess.) and cost approxi-
mately $250,000 (Senator HAYDENW, p. T082,
CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of June 12, 1852.)
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In addition, attorney fees of £35,313.37 were
paid by Senate Resolution 127, 8lst Con-
gress, 1st session, agreed to July 6, 1949,

0O’Conor-Markey Chavez-Hurley
Date. ... 1953-61.
Recount_____.
Jumber of paper ballot Appm‘ximat& equivalent
Location. .. ... New Mexico,
Area in square miles__ 121 ﬁfﬁ

Distanee from Washington, D. C

Much higher than in the

Salaries, transportation, and costs in general...._.
Investigation cost...
Attorneys fees

Slﬂﬂd'?jw (a{?lerlnl-ej $177,250

{
$35,313.37 $13,750

The above comparison shows how greatly
exaggerated is the statement that the ex-
penses involved in the New Mexico investi-
gation totaled more than twice the amount
expended in any other election contest in the
history of the United States Senate. Taking
into consideration the factors of location,
area, and higher overall costs, it also shows
the New Mexico contest cost much less than
that in Maryland. By comparison, it demon-
strates the economic conduct of the New
Mexico investigation.

Mr. HAYDEN. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I do not have the
time to yield. I am sorry.

Mr. HENNINGS. Madam President, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. HAYDEN. Do the figures in the
statement the Senator has submitted
have any reference to any data I gave
in this connection?

Mr. BARRETT. I do not believe so.
The figures show the total expenditures
in the contest in the Chavez-Hurley con-
test to be $199,750, and in the O'Conor-
Markey contest, $250,000 plus $35,313.37
for attorneys’ fees, which means that the
O'Conor-Markey contest, which involved
about the same number of paper ballots,
cost approximately $85,000 more than
the Hurley-Chavez contest.

Mr. HAYDEN. The statement made
by the Senator from Wyoming must be
incorrect, because the total amount of
money spent during the 80th Congress
by the Subcommittee on Privileges and
Elections was $350,153.93. Of that
amount, according to my figures, the
Maryland contest, namely, the O'Conor-
Markey contest, cost $145,999, which
included $35,313.37 for attorneys’ fees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Arizona has
expired.

Mr. BARRETT. Madam President, I
may say to the Senator from Arizona
that the figures I have before me were
taken from the books in the office of the
Subcommittee on Privilegzes and Elec-
tions, and they cover not only the 80th
Congress, but the years 1947, 1948, and
1949,

Mr. HAYDEN. Madam President, if
I may interrupt the Senator——

Mr. BARRETT. I am sorry, Madam
President, but I have only a few minutes
available.

Yesterday I cited the case of Moore
against Seymour. Today I wish to in-
vite the attention of the Senate to the
case of State against Carswell, which is
-also a Georgia case. It may be found
in 50 Southeastern 2d, at page 621. The
case was decided in 1948, and it affirmed
the decision in the case of Moore against
Seymour.

Madam President, I yield the remain-
der of the time to the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DirkseN], but before I do
E{——

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam
President, if the Senator from Wyoming
will yield to me for a moment, I should
like to propound a unanimous-consent
request, namely, that we may have a
quorum call without the time consumed
by it being charged to either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest?

The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. HENNINGS. Madam President,
before the Senator from Wyoming yields
to the Senator from Illinois I should like
to yield 1 minute to the Senator from
Arizona, so that he may complete his
statement relating to the cost of the
various contests to which reference has
been made.

Mr. HAYDEN. Madam President, I
should like to insert in the REcorp a
tabulation taken from the reports of the
Secretary of the Senate. It shows the
amount of money expended in the 79th
Congress to have been $38,326.43; in the
80th Congress, $350,153.93; and in the
succeeding Congresses, the 81st and 82d,
a total of 4 years, $154,701.29. I ask
unanimous consent that the table be
printed in the Recorp at this point as
a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[Taken from reports from the Secretary of
the Senate]
A. 1946 (79th Cong.) (1 year)
Amount authorized:

B Bes 3. e $30, 000. 00
S. Res. 308 20, 000. 00
Total 50, 000. 00
Amount returned to Senate_____ 11,3873.567
Spent 38, 626. 43

Hearings held in Mississippi and Montana,
investigations in Delaware and Maryland.

B, 1947, 1948 (80th Cong.) (2 years)

Authorized:

HiRes. B4l S d $35, 000. 00
BRes IR s 85, 000. 00
S. Res. 142_ 95, 000. 00
S. Res. 238 e 100,000.00
Total ~315, 000. 00
Maryland counsel (S. Res. 127). 35, 313. 37

West Virginia counsel (8. Res.
S T 1 T = SN 10, 000. 00
Total 860, 313.37
Not used 10, 159, 44
Spent " 850, 153.93

Investigations held in West Virginia, Mary-
land. Second primaries in Texas and Okla-
homa.,

3721
C. 1949, 1950, 1951, 1952 (81st and 82d Cong.)
(4 years)
Authorized:

BaRes. a0l i -- $50, 000. 00
8. Res, 311 25, 000. 00
8 Res. 200, oo - 10, 000. 00
s S B 75, 000. 00
S Res.. 898 e 100, 000. 00
Total 260, 000. 00

Transferred to Barrett subcom-
mittee 105, 298. 71
Spent 154, 701. 29

Investigations held in 12 States: Ohlo,
Michigan, New York, Nevada, Florida, Rhode
Island, Idaho, North Carolina, South Caro-
lina, Kentucky, Maryland, Maine, and the
Benton-McCarthy investigation.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Secretary will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the call of the roll be
rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DirK=-
SEN] is recognized.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Madam President, an
election contest is always a very unhappy
episode. It necessarily involves one who
sits among us; and, I suppose, try as we
will, it is impossible completely to subli-
mate the party zeal and the party feeling
that often go with it. That is very un-
derstandable; but I think there is suffi-
cient flexibility of talent in this Chamber
so that we can make the proper discount
for that zeal. We should approach the
matter, I think, with some caution and
with some restraint.

Madam President, there have been
some election contests in my own State.
In 1908 a man who had served seven
terms in the House of Representatives
was refused a seat in this very body be-
cause of an alleged corrupt usage and
practice by which an election was pro-
cured. I am referring to William Lori-
mer, of Chicago.

In 1927 there was another contest in
the course of which this body refused a
seat to an elected Senator from the State
of Illinois, of the name of Frank L.
Smith, a man whom I had always re-
garded as an impeccable character. He
was always so regarded in the State of
Illinois. Yet, he was refused his seat be-
cause of the allegation that there was a
misuse of funds in quantities which
seemed to denote and to connote that
perhaps the election had been procured
by fraud.

So I have something more than a cas-
ual interest in the contest which is before
the Senate today. I try to sublimate my
own zeal, and for a very good reason. I
served with Dennis Cravez in the House
of Representatives in the 73d Congress.

Mr. BARRETT. Madam President,
will the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Very briefly.

Mr. BARRETT. In either of those
cases, was it charged that the candi-
dates for Senator, men elected from Illi-
nois, had themselves been guilty of any
fraud?
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Mr. DIRKSEN. No, indeed. There
was no imputation of fraud which had
attached to them at any time. The issue
revolved wholly upon what had happened
in the course of the election.

I wish to make it abundantly clear
that in anything I may say today, there
is no imputation of fraud upon the part
of the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico. I have never disparaged him in
all my lifetime, so far as I know, and I
have known him a long time. I have
known General Hurley, as a matter of
fact, since the days when he was Secre-
tary of War. I regard him as a man of
repute and of high character.

But, frankly, an election can be in-
valid without attaching any stigma or
odium to the principals who may have
been involved because we are dealing,
first of all, with zeal and, sometimes, the
misconduct of party workers. Conse-
quently, we are dealing with organiza-
tional tactics in a political campaign.

For years there was a standing canard
that when a Republican ran for the
Senate in the State of Illinois he could
proceed on the theory that he had to dis-
count 100,000 votes when he started, be-
cause there would be thievery to that
extent in the northern end of the State.
That is a very unhappy statement to
make.

From time to time, attorneys general
have been on the ticket, running upon
the basis of clean campaigns and clean
elections in the State of Illinois. So,
certainly, when a man was elected and a
contest developed, it was not a case of
imputing moral turpitude to him, but
rather that because of the vagaries and
elements of misconduct in the organiza-
tion, and in the tactics of the organ-
ization, the election had been invalid.

I had a similar experience when I
first ran for Congress. I lost in the
primary by 1,100 votes. Friends barged
in right away to say there had to be a
contest; that I must contest the elec-
tion. I never felt that I wanted to do it.

On the other hand, I do not believe
the Senate can shirk an issue which
contains an element of morality, a fun-
damental element of the purity of the
ballot, which is exactly what is involved
in this case. A constitutional duty rests
upon the Senate, because the Constitu-
tion provides that the Senate shall be
the judge of the elections, returns, and
qualifications of its Members,

No voice has been raised about the
qualifications of the Senator from New
Mezxico in his individual capacity. The
question which has been raised is with
respect to the election and the returns,
and nothing more. Consequently, the
Senator from New Mexico does not be-
come an issue in this case at all.

Essentially the facts already have been
noted. I shall not trespass on the pa-
tience of the Senate by going into them
too deeply. But when all is said and
done, the gist of the findings which are
before the Senate is, first of all, that
there was a violation of the mandatory
secrecy law of the State of New Mexico,
which affected some 55,000 voters. I
do not believe that either the figure or
the assertion actually has been con-
tested. The fact is that 55,000 votes in
this election are suspect, and that is
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something to which the Senate must
look.

The second element before the Sen-
a‘e is a violation of the assistance law,
because some 4,000 allegedly illiterate,
blind, and handicapped voters were as-
sisted in a way which certainly per-
suades me, after an examination of the
record, that there was a violation of the
law on that point.

The third element before the Senate
is fraudulent alterations of ballots in
33 precincts. I do not pretend to say,
because I have not lived with this mat-
ter, how many votes were actually af-
fected; but certainly 17,325 votes were
involved in those precinects. As I ex-
amined the allegations in some of the
affidavits, certainly those votes were sus-
pect.

The fourth item was the premature
destruction in six counties of New Mex-
ico, of 13,000 ballots by court order, in
clear violation of law. There is a rather
interesting observation about those
burned ballots, and I wish to refer to
that matter first, because I think it is
of transcendent importance. Let me
show how the minority views err, so far
as the burning of ballots in Dona Ana,
Lincoln, and Otero Counties is con-
cerned. The minority member of the
subcommittee, the distinguished Senator
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], at page
38 of the minority views, says:

It appears that the ballots in these coun-
ties were burned by order of the district
judge prior to the expiration of the time re-
quired by law. I do not attempt to justify
their premature destruction. However, in
order to place this matter in its proper per-
spective and to repel the veiled illusions of
fraudulent intent which the majority report
contains, I must make a few points in this
connection.

Here is the point he makes:

This subcommittee sent a telegram on
February 4, 1953, advising the county clerks
and district judges throughout the State of
New Mexico of its intention to investigate
the United States senatorial election held in
New Mexico on November 4, 1853.

The next sentence, which is printed in
italics, reads:

By that time, all of the ballots In ques-
tion had already been destroyed.

That telegram went from Washington
to New Mexico on the fourth day of Feb-
ruary 1953. What an odd circumstance
that 2 days before, on the 2d of February
1953, all the ballots in three of the coun-
ties of New Mexico should have been
destroyed by court order. What was
wrong with that court order? An amaz-
ing judge sat upon the bench in New
Mexico. Evidently he could not have
examined the text and terminology of
the order he issued, because the language
of the order itself is very plain. If says:

More than 75 days have elapsed since the
adjournment of the State canvassing board,
which convassed the results of said election.

Madam President, 75 days had not
elapsed. Only 45 days had elapsed be-
fore the judge ordered the destruction
of the ballots.

But what else? The law is clear that
there is a statutory duty upon the county
clerks in New Mexico to handle such
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matters, and that duty was entirely
ignored.

The third point about the amazing
court order, which caused the destruc-
tion of those ballots, is that the county
chairmen of both parties in every county
were entitled to notice, and there is not
a shred of evidence in the testimony or
the affidavits which have been filed to
indicate that the county chairmen ever
were notified.

But that is not the whole story. The
county clerks should have taken judicial
notice of what had happened, because it
was 3 months earlier, on December 8§,
1952, that General Hurley sent notice
to all county clerks in New Mexico that
the election would be contested. There
was notice to every county clerk, there
was notice to everyone who had an in-
terest in the matter, that there was to
be a recount and an examination into the
ballots.

Notwithstanding that, Madam Presi-
dent, 90 days later, by some amazing
episode, a man upon the district bench in
New Mexico ordered the burning of the
ballots. Will the Senate consent to that
kind of procedure? It seems to me that,
under those circumstances, all the bal-
lots would be suspect and would justify
the action taken by the Senate of the
United States in dealing with this issue.

These, then, are the 5 issues in-
volved: Lack of secrecy, involving 55,000
votes; illegal assistance, involving 4,000
votes; ballot alterations, involving
17,000-plus votes; destruction of ballots,
involving 13,000 votes, and failure to
account for 7,000 unused ballots.

If that is not sufficient justification
for the United States Senate to take af-
firmative and favorable action on the
majority resolution, then I do not know
how a case is made before the Senate.

It must be made abundantly clear,
Madam President, that the senior Sena-
tor from New Mexico is not in issue this
afternoon in this body. The Senate is in
issue. The election system of New Mex-
ico is in issue; not an individual.

I would utter no word in this Chamber
or elsewhere to reflect upon the integrity
or to impugn the motives of my good
friend from New Mexico, with whom I
served in the other body for almost 20
years, and with whom I have served on
this side of the Capitol. He is not the
issue, because we are dealing with the
adequacy and the sufficiency of an elec-
tion system.

It has taken us 60 years to get the
Australian ballot in this country; and
what is involved in the ballot? If is
something more than a mere ballot; it is,
as a matter of fact, an entire system,
because what is designed and what is
understood by the Australian ballot sys-
tem is, first of all, a printed ballot, which
is prinfted under supervision and official
surveillance. Secondly, it involves a
booth where a voter can go, uninfluenced
and unaccoinpanied, unless he is blind or
illiterate or handicapped, and mark his
ballot as a free American citizen. Third,
the system involves a receptacle which is
sealed, into which the voter can place
his ballot. Finally, there is provided a
tabulation, under the supervision of offi-
cial authority, at which each party, if it
so0 desires, can have a representative or a
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checker. So we start with a printed bal-
lot. We include a booth. We include a

receptacle for the ballot. Finally, we
include a tabulation, so that there will be
an official count.

Madam President, that is what is in-
volved here; and, on the basis of the evi-
dence, there were violations of the whole
spirit and concept of the Australian bal-
lot system, first, because there was a vio-
lation of secrecy. That cannot be denied.
There was a violation of the law relating
to assistance of illiterates, the blind, and
the handicapped. There was & violation
so far as alteration of ballots is con-
cerned. There was a viclation of the law
by the act of a sovereign judge in order-
ing the destruction of ballots 2 days
before he received a telegram from
Washington that such ballots might be
impounded and then be subject to a
recount.

I heard it stated this morning—and
it is amazing in view of all the arguments
we have hard about guarding the secrecy
of the ballot—that there is involved
nothing more than a representation or
bargaining election, where the interest
of two conflicting units are in issue,
which may not affect more than 100 or
200 people of a city. Yet this Chamber
has rung with stentorian voices indicat-
ing how interested we were that under
the Taft-Hartley law, and its predeces-
sor, the Wagner Act, there had to be
a guarding of the secrecy of the ballot,
in order to make sure that there would
be no tampering. We even sent officials
from Washington to monitor Taft-Hart-
ley elections to make sure that the
secrecy of the ballot was not violated.
How much more important is it, then,
when the interests of a whole sovereign
State are involved? Itisthe system that
is involved; it is the State; it is not the
individual who sits in the Senate today,
and whom I have always counted as my
friend.

The law is so abundantly clear that
one can read and understand it without
a fair of bifocals because section 1, arti-
cle 7, of the New Mexico Constitution,
states:

The legislature shall enact such laws as
will secure the secrecy of the ballot, the

purity of elections, and guard against the
abuse of the elective franchise.

It is inconceivable that Congress, in
voting on the enabling act by which New
Mexico came into the sisterhood of
States, would ever have approved the
act unless New Mexico first wrote into
her constitution those solemn words to
safeguard the sanctity and the purity of
the ballot.

If that be the case—and that truth
can be assumed—then there is a corol-
lary duty, namely, that on the basis of
what has been adduced by the investi-
gation, we now follow through and sup-
port the majority opinion and declare
that no election was held, so that large
groups of people will not have been dis-
franchised in the State of New Mexico.

Mr. President, much has been made of
the fact that between $170,000 and $200,-
000 has been expended in the investiga=-
tion. That is a rather amazing argu-
ment. The McCarthy committee was
granted $216,000 by the Senate. Why?
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In order to ferret out people who had
fell and evil designs in their hearts and
who would subvert the free traditions
and free institutions of this country.
The Jenner committee was given several
hundred thousand dollars so that it
might conduct its explorations and in-
quiries, to make sure that stealthy peo-
ple, with subversion in their hearts and
iniquity in their souls, would not destroy
the citadel of freedom from within.

I know of no better way to destroy the
citadel than to prostitute the ballot. I
know of no better way to jeopardize the
future of America than to pooh-pooh
and to laugh at the idea that here is
something that is nothing more than a
frothy issue. This is a fundamental
question, for when there is lost the sanc-
tity of the ballot, which is the expressed
voice of a free citizen, then representa-
tive government is on the way out, and
we might as well embrace some foreign
ideology which knows nothing about the
free expression of a free citizenry.

Is $170,000, then, so much? Is $200,-
000, then, so much? If the amount were
greater, it still would not be very much
when one stops to consider the moral
issue which is involved, and which is be-
fore the Senate this afternoon.

I repeat what I said a moment ago
DEennis CHavEZ is not the issue; and I
trust that, neither by word nor deed of
mine, expressly or by implication, have I
attached to him any stigma or any
odium, or have given any notion that he
does not still possess the confidence and
the esteem of all his colleagues in this
body. But he is not the issue; it is the
prostitution of the election system in
the sovereign State of New Mexico. Are
we going to accept what has been done?

I was amazed this morning, as I read
the Washington Fost, to take note of the
last sentence in an editorial it carried,
because the title of the editorial is “New
Mexico Senator,” and the last sentence
reads as follows:

The result had better be left alone, and
the State put on notice to conduct its bal-
loting more carefully in the future.

That is like striking with a pink
powder puff. It is like saying to the
people of New Mexico who may have
been guilty of election violations, “Now
boys, be just a little careful in the future.
Do not be quite so excessive. Do not be
quite so gross. Do not be quite so
flagrant in what you do in the course of
an election. I admonish you now, with a
pat on the wrist, in polite social
language, that you must not do this sort
of thing, We are now admonishing
you_n

What a strange answer that would be,
to the editorials in some of the news-
papers of New Mexico, several of which
are on my desk. I have one here from
the Albuquerque Tribune. Here is one
from the New Mexican. I do not know
what the political complexion of those
newspapers is. They may be Republi-
can; the may be Democratic; they may
be independent; but this I know: that
the people of New Mexico, after three
contests, have become utterly weary and
sick and tired of this kind of perform-
ance, and they want a house cleaning,
Where shall they go under such cir=
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cumstances except to the Senate of the
United States, because the issue must
necessarily come here, inasmuch as it
is our constitutional duty to pass upon
the elections and returns of our Mem-
bers, and I do not propose to evade that
duty on this occasion.

Mr. President, when it is over, I shall
abide the result, and I shall go over and
shake hands with my good friend, the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ],
whom I have esteemed for a long time.
But we are dealing with a system. If we
do not take account of it now, the re-
sult could be an open invitation to those
who wish to destroy the ballot elsewhere
and wish to violate its sanectity, to go
ahead and, in so doing, to create a con-
dition which, in truth and in fact, would
be a menace to the preservation of free,
representative government in the United
States.

The issue is clear.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Busa
in the chair). The time allotted to the
Senator from Illinois has expired.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the Recorp several edi-
torials bearing upon the New Mexico
election contest.

There being no objection, the editor-
ials were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

[From the Washington Post and Times-Her-
ald of March 23, 1954]

New MEXICO'S SENATOR

Despite serious irregularities in New Mex-
ico’s election procedures, there seems no
warrant whatever for unseating Senator
DennN1s CHAVEZ. The Senate is considering a
recommendation by an elections subcommit-
tee that Mr. CHAVEZ' seat be vacated. We
think the Senate will be better advised if it
heeds the blistering minority view filed by
Benator HENNINGS, Who charges that the
majority report “is so inaccurate that it can
only serve to mislead the Senate,” that the
minority member and counsel of the sub-
committee were “excluded entirely” from
the group’s activities and deliberations, that
if the Senate unseats Senator CHavez, “it
will, for the first time in the history of the
Senate, vote to expel a duly elected United
States Senator against whom no charge or
suggestion of election fraud or irregularity
has been made.”

The fact is that New Mexico's election
customs and procedures seem to pay scant
respect to ballot secrecy. They ought to be
reformed—and drastically. But nothing in
the costly, prolonged, and flagrantly partisan
subcommittee study—it rolled up a bill of
more than $200,000 paid out of public
funds—shows that Senator CHavEZ or his
party was responsible for the irregularities
or profited from them in any way. There
is nothing, in short, to show that the out-
come of the election was affected by the
irregularities.

If New Mexico’s defective procedures makes
Senator CHAVEZ' election invalid, they also
invalidate, of course, the election of the
State’s Governor and of its presidential elec-
tors, Indeed of the victors in all the other
contemporary electoral contests in New Mex-
ico. The effect would be to disfranchise the
Btate’s citizens—a cure rather worse than
the disease. Senator HEnminGs is quite
justified in saying that it would *compound
injustice” to empower the Governor, “who
was chosen at the same election, under the
same conditions and circumstances, and by
the same voters whom the majority now seeks
to disfranchise—to name a successor to Sen-
ator CHavEz.” The result had better be left
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alone and the State put on notice to conduct
its balloting more carefully in the future.

—

[From El Creplsculo, Taos, N. Mex.]
As We SgE IT From HERE

The investigation into the Chavez-Hurley
senatorial contest started the day after elec-
tion in November of 1952. To date it has,
therefore, consumed a little over 16 months.
And to date, with the exception of the pre-
mature burning of the ballots in three south-
ern counties, a fact which we knew long
ago, it has brought up no specific facts to
prove its contention of widespread irregu-
larities.

The investigation committee has, however,
burnt the smudge pots so successfully that
the rest of the country is now convinced that
there is something particularly murky and
suspicious about New Mexico elections.

Now, with the completion of the report, a
great many New Mexicans have themselves
become convinced that there is something
very wrong indeed with our election system
and with our election officials. From news-
paper editorials to Albuquerque housewives
being interviewed by reporters, people are
calling for a cleanup.

BUT WHY BELIEVE IT?

But were the election procedures so bad
as this attitude implies? We doubt it. In
fact, we say that—at least, as far as Taos
County 1s concerned—we think that condi-
tions were remarkably good. And Taos has
been considered amongst the most question-
able of the counties; it was one where the
Chavez lead was strong.

Let us take precinct 1-A, the largest pre-
cinet in the county, which for the most part
went heavily Republican, but where CHAVEZ
stayed consistently in the lead throughout
the count. That, therefore, makes it a “hot"
precinct in this election contest; in fact, the
Hurley forces considered it so hot that they
sent in the notice to impound the ballots on
election day itself and well in advance of
the completion of the count. The notice
reached the election officials around 6:30 in
the evening, when only about half the bal-
lots had been tallled. Counting did not
finish until 8 o’clock the following morning.

OFFICIALS CHECK ON EACH OTHER

The group of officlals was as follows:
there was 1 Democratic election judge and 1
Republican; their duties were to generally
supervise the election. There was 1 Demo-
cratic poll clerk and 1 Republican; their
duties were to see that only properly regis-
tered voters were allowed to vote. There was
1 Democratic counting judge and 1 Repub-
lican; thelr duties were to total the straight
ballots, each judge counting those on both
sides; and in the case of scratched ballots,
to call out the votes, ballot by ballot, and
candidate by candidate, to the tally clerks.
There was 1 Democratic tally clerk and 1
Republican, their dutles being to mark the
votes on the sheets and make up the totals.

The Republican officials were able people,
conscientious on behalf of their cause, and
not in the least likely to allow the Demo-
cratic officials to be slipshod. Each side had
ample opportunity to check the other. At
the end of the count, all the officials, both
Democratic and Republican, signed the elec-
tion report, testifying that to the best of
their knowledge and belief, the count was
correct.

A SECOND WIND

Without impugning the honesty of the
officials, people are very likely to question
the correctness of the result on grounds
that no man or no woman can count all day
and all night and remain accurate. However,
when people are under stress, surprising
abilitles emerge. Experienced election offi-
clals say that they get a curious second wind,
and end up actually being more accurate
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than they would have under normal condl-
tions.
NO SECRECY?

Perhaps the most common charge made
by the Hurley investigators has been the
one charging lack of secrecy due to insufii-
clent voting booths.

But let us look at the facts.

In precinct 1-A County Clerk Mrs. Oak-
ley set up 5 private booths, which, consld-
ering the limited election funds at her dis-
posal, we consider doing well.

During various periods of the day, there
was such a crush of voters that many of
them, businessmen wanting to get back to
their desks or housewives wanting to get
home, marked up their ballot wherever there
was a flat surface and the necessary privacy
and proceeded to vote. Their way of doing
it was their own business, and no reason to
accuse the election officials of violation of
the secrecy laws.

INVESTIGATORS DID NOT QUESTION

The officials of precinct 1-A would have
been glad to explain these facts to the Hurley
investigators had they been asked. But they
were not asked. The investigators never ap-
proached them. So the precinct remains
under a cloud, without ever being given the
opportunity to clear itself.

Such may well be the case over the rest of
the State.

We trust that the people of New Mexico
will not be pressurized into believing they
ran a dishonest election when they didn’'t.

[From the Albuquerque (N. Mex.) Journal of
March 12, 1954]
THE CHAVEZ-HURLEY REPORT

It is highly doubtful, of course, that the
United States Senate will finally adopt the
report of its elections subcommittee and
throw DeENNis CHAVEZ out of the Senate
through the process of declaring the New
Mexico senatorial election null and vold—no
contest.

But let’s assume that will happen.
where do we go?

The subcommittee, through its pretentious
and high-priced array of investigators sent
to New Mexico, found that some 80,000 votes
should be thrown out and that as a result it
was impossible to determine whether Pat
Hurley or DENN1s CHAVEZ had been elected.

As we understand New Mexico law, how-
ever, each vote at issue must be challenged
and wholesale blocks of votes cannot be arbi-
trarily ruled out.

It is to be noted in this connection that
the committee doesn't claim all these 80,000
votes are illegal. It merely claims that in
precinets In which the votes numbered 80,000
there were illegal votes and thus all 80,000
votes, including good and bad, must be
voided.

It seems to us that the most serious aspect
of the report is not how it aflects the per-
sonal fortunes of either Hurley or CHAVEZ.
Rather, it is the fact that thousands and
thousands of admittedly legal voters in New
Mexico would be disfranchised.

Let's be a little facetious and continue
with the analysis. If 80,000 votes were no
good in the Chavez-Hurley race, then 80,000
votes were no good in the races for the two
Congressmen, FERNANDEZ and DEMPSEY.

If 80,000 votes were illegal in the Senate
race, they were {llegal in the governor's
race—in every State race.

Let's proceed with more fantastic con-
clusions in this fantastie situation. If there
is no election in the Senate race, it would
be up to Mechem to fill the vacancy. But
would the United States Senate, having
found the Senate election illegal, accept a
new Senator named by an illegally elected
governor? If all our State officials as well
as our Congressmen were illegally elected,
and now hold office only because their elec-
tions were not contested, wouldn't all the
appointments made by these officials be

So
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1llegal? If so, have the taxpayers any re=-
course to get back the salaries of all these
public officials who hold office illegally?

Ridiculous? Of course. But no more so
than for an army of high-paid investigators,
headed by Chief Counsel Wellford Ware, to
come to New Mexico, throw operation and
expense money around like water—more
than $200,000 of it—and then rather arbi-
trarily pick out a lump sum of 80,000 votes
as illegal.

There's no question but that the State’s
election laws in many respects are lax. The
committee charges it found: Fraudulent
ballots, cases of voter assistance, violation of
registration laws, misconduct of election of-
ficials, voters deprived of their constitutional
right for a secret ballot.

We are quite sure discrepancies as listed
above were found. But how many? It
wasn't B0,000 because the committee sald:

“The committee cannot in good conscience
and justice recommend these ballots be
counted. Disfranchisement of thousands of
honest citizens by irresponsible, fraudulent,
and ineffective administration has made it
1mpoa;aslble to determine a free and honest
vote.’

Thus, we have the committee in the posi-
tion of disfranchising 80,000 voters though
it makes no effort to report how many of
those 80,000 were really illegal votes.

The report can have one salutary effect.
It should result in tightening up election
laws and procedure to the end that hence-
forth a Senate committee will not be given
the opportunity of smearing us as a State
that conducts dishonest and illegal elections.

Our own inefficlent officials and legislatures
must take the responsibility for this nation-
wide smear.

Incidentally, 1f this “no contest" report
should stand, Mr. Hurley, who brought the
contest, probably will also be left holding
the well-known sack. It isn't likely that
Governor Mechem would name his party-
political foe to the post. With Mechem
running for the Senate, perhaps an East-
sider would be named. Wesley Quinn,
Clovis, beaten by Hurley in the primary and
the Mechem administration’s favorite, might
get the nod.

Thus it loocks llke Hurley's own party
committee has doublecrossed him In not
declaring him elected instead of declaring
neither he nor CHaveEz elected.

—

[From the Albuquerque (N. Mex.) Journal
of March 18, 1954]

SacrEp FRANCHISE RIGHT

Over the long haul it isn't of too grave
public concern whether Senator CHAvEZ is
unseated or permitted to retain his seat.

It doesn't matter too much whether the
contestant, Patrick Hurley, or someone else
is given the post by gubernatorial appoint-
ment if the full United States Senate adopts
the report of the Elections Subcommittee
and the whole committee that the voting in
New Mexico was so snarled up and in some
cases so fraudulent that there was no con-
test and that, therefore, neither CHAVEZ nor
Hurley was elected.

The personal fortunes of CHavez, Hurley,
or anyone else are not deeply involved from
the public point of view.

But heavily involved is the public’s sacred
right of franchise.

The committee's no contest report on the
senatorial contest would have the effect of
literally disfranchising a large segment of
the citizenship of a sovereign State of the
Union.

It iz not to be forgotten that the votes in
this senatorial election were the same votes
of both Republicans and Democrats that
named a Republican governor and gave Mr.
Eisenhower the State's electoral vote by a
decislve margin,

If the senatorial election is no contest then
the only reason that the governor's election
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and the presidential voting are not of the
no contest status is because these races were
not contested.

The committee found some fraud and
some cases where strict secrecy of the ballot
was not observed. It found evidence of
various types of illegal voting. But, though
a quarter of a million dollars was spent by
the subcommittee’s investigators in New
Mexico, the actual number of illegal votes
was not pinned down. Instead, the investi-
gators merely generalized and tossed some
80,000 votes into the pot as illegal because
fllegal voting was discovered in the precincts
that made up those 80,000 votes.

The investigators spent enough money in
New Mexico to pin down practically every
vote for Senator in this State. It spent
enough money to show up with a complete
recount to the end that it could have re-
ported exactly how many legal votes CHAVEZ
got and how many legal votes Hurley got.

Regardless of how the United States Sen-
ate finally acts on this contest, it should
warn future subcommittee election investi-
gators to do away with the pomp and splen-
dor, get down to hard work, produce facts
rather than intangibles.

New Mexico's sanctity of the ballot must
be preserved. But integrated in that sanc-
tity is the all-vital necessity that the right
of franchise never be forfeited in New Mexico
by even a single legal vote.

[From the Raton (N. Mex.) Range of January
18, 1954]
New Mexico ELECTIONS

Are elections in New Mexico actually no-
torious? Are votes stolen easily and widely?
Are polling places dominated by crooked po-
litical machines? This columnist doesn't
believe it.

Do you, of your personal knowledge, know
of any single instance of a fraudulent voting
in the past 10 years? If you do, you ought
to report it immediately to the proper au-
thorities, This columnist doesn't know of
a single one. I've heard of some, but investi-
gation always proved the rumors wrong.

This isn't to say there aren’t some cases
of illegal voting. In elections where more
than 200,000 votes are cast, it would be
miraculous if some of those votes were not
tainted. But those practices don't set New
Mexico elections so far apart from the rest
of the Nation as to be notorious.

As a matter of fact, New Mexico’s elec-
tions are probably far more clean and up-
right than most of the United States. How
can & Washington columnist possibly call
New Mexico elections notorious with the
stink of Kansas City, Chicago, Philadelphia,
Boston, and New York in his nostrils?

[Prom the Silver City (N. Mex.) Enterprise
of May 14, 1953]
THE ONE-HUNDRED-GRAND SENATOR

Patrick J. Hurley is a person that New Mex-
ico can well be proud of.

He is attractive. His silver mane and
erect carriage can be admired by those one-
third his age.

He is wealthy. Who doesn’t admire that?

He is charming, he is distinguished. Quite
an asset for any gentleman, retired or other-
wise.

General Hurley has been a striking figure
throughout our State's history. He is the
one person who can claim a Cabinet position,
a special ambassadorship, and a sprinkling
of TUnited States Army stars from New
Mexico.

Yet he is not a New Mexican, practically
or honestly.

The general is another border raider, who,
well financed, crosses from the neighboring
unfriendly areas of Oklahoma and Texas, to
claim prestige in the United States Senate.

At the same time this honeored body is
considering an additional $100,000 appropri-
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ation to investigate the alleged vote fraud
of 1952.

Is Patrick J. Hurley worth that?

We think not.

[From the Hobbs (N. Mex.) News-Sun of
May 27, 1953]
SLAP AT LEA COUNTY

_ We don’t care how much of his wealth Pat
Hurley wants to blow on contesting the re-
election of Senator CHavEZ, but we do object
to the disservice he has done Lea County.

Fulton Lewis, Jr., the radio commentator,
with his usual disregard for fairness, and
now hot-shot writers for the news syndicates,
are denouncing New Mexico elections.

They do not single out any counties or
areas where there might have been irregu-
larities, but apply their tarbrush to the
entire State.

We do not believe an intentionally dis-
honest vote was cast in Lea County. There
may have been some honest mistakes in the
haste of marking and counting ballots, but
there was no deliberate cheating. We don't
vote dead or absent voters or sheep in Lea
County, nor-yet oil wells. Yet we are being
dealt in on the general blackening given New
Mexico. It’s criticism we don't deserve.

[From the Taos (N, Mex.) El Crepusculo]
REDUCTIO AD ABSURDUM

There is a law on the statute books in
Indiana that to rock in a rocking chair on
Sundays is illegal. There is a law in New
York State that to make out a check for less
than a dollar will subject the signer to fine
or imprisonment. In fact, if all the ridicu-
lous laws on our statute books were enforced
the bulk of the population would be in jail.

The Hurley-Chavez contest has now been
reduced to the same absurd level. If all
ballots marked with ordinary pencil are to
be thrown out, we should, to be logical, ask
General Eisenhower to withdraw from the
Presidency and hold another election in
which only indelible pencil be used, to de-
termine whether he or Stevenson belongs
in the White House.

The original Hurley charges of widespread
and deliberate fraud have dwindled into
foolish technicalities. The Senate commit-
tees involved would serve their country much
better by staying in Washington and stick-
ing to business instead of going around the
country attracting attention with a much
ado about nothing.

[From the Albuquerque (N. Mex.) Journal
of June 5, 1853]

WHo's To BLaME rorR THIS ELECTION MEess?
(By Ed Minteer)

One of the chief issues in the Chavez-
Hurley senatorial contest has to do with lack
of voting booths and other equipment.

The Hurley complaint emphasizes the lack
of secrecy of the ballot in that voting booths
in the last election in many instances were
wide open to the public gaze.

The United States Senate elections sub-
committee now conducting the senatorial
contest has taken cognizance of this com-
plaint with the following rule:

“Flagrant violation of the secrecy of the
ballot in a precinct shall be considered by
a subcommittee as a basis for rejecting the
entire vote of such precinct irrespective of
the existing or inadequacy of the voting
booths or compartments in the precinct.”

The technicalities of the situation are of
some importance. But not as important as
to whether the free will of the people was
expressed in the senatorial election.

If we didn't have enough voting booths,
if we didn’t have enough equipment in some
instances—whose fault? Certainly not that
of the Senator whose right for his seat is
now contested by Pat Hurley. Certainly the
fault is not with the people who expressed
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their will at such polls as a negligent set of
officials may have set up.

No doubt there was a shortage of money
in many New Mexico counties to provide
properly equipped voting booths in last No-
vember’s election.,

State Tax Commissioner Fred Moxey says:
“All of the counties try to set aside money
for the bare essentials of holding elections.
But few of them have through the years
had money for added equipment.”

Obviously we need more money for the
proper conduct of our elections. Moxey asks
where we can get it. That's one of the
questions that Mr. Moxey should answer
instead of asking.

Moxey points out that “to Increase the
taxes for general county operations, includ-
ing election costs, the constitutional limita-
tion of 5 mills on the dollar wvaluation
would have to be lifted by a constitutional
amendment.

The county commissioners fix the county
budget and allocate available funds to the
various needs. “Our responsibility as a tax
commission,” says Moxey, “is to keep levies
within the legal limits and to establish the
income of each county.”

That's true. Maybe there is not a strict
legal responsibility on the part of the State
tax commission but there seems to us to
be a terrific moral responsibility that it
would, at least, advise and urge that suffi-
cient moneys be set up for the proper con-
duct of our elections.

Moxey wants to know, for instance, what

would happen to the indigent fund in some
county, if we should budget money for vot-
ing machines. And where would the court
fund be?
- We would ask—where would any fund be?
But one fund that never should be let down
is the fund that provides for elections ac-
cording to law. Apparently the State tax
eommission has given little heed to this vital
matter.

It has merely, in rather a perfunctory man=-
ner, checked the mill levy requirements,
given a hurried O. K. to various county
budgets and rushed away without determin-
ing whether sufficient funds had been pro-
vided to carry on a free and adequate election.

Says Moxey: “The furnishing of more
money for elections is not a question for us
or the county commissioners and there is no
room for buckpassing. It goes back to the
fact that the people must realize they can't
have these services without paying for them."”

What an asinine excuse.

If the tax commission with its control over
county budgets and the county commissions
with their administrative powers can't pro-
duce enough funds for legal and properly
conducted elections, then we are in mighty
bad shape. To blame the people rather than
the duly elected or appointed officials rep-
resents the last straw in putrid alibis.

If the tax commission doesn't posesses the
authority and the will to act in such impor-
tant matters as challenging the various
county commissions as to whether sufficient
money has been set up for legal and efficient
elections, then the State tax commission is
of little value to the people and should be
abolished in behalf of governmental econ-
omy.

The situation in Bernalillo County was not
quite the same as in other New Mexico coun-
ties. In this county there was plenty of
money. The State finance board approved
the county commission’s request for all the
funds needed in the election.

In Bernalillo County there was plenty of
equipment and election supplies., The fault
was that the county commissioners failed to
look ahead and estimate the voting rush.
The commissioners did not visualize that the
registration would mount to unprecedented
heights. All too late 1t was realized that the
precincts should have been split into more
voting divislons.
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Inexperlenced election officlals were on the
job. Many of them did not know the law.
Voting was so heavy that many ballots were
marked in the open in violation of the elec=
tion laws.

Bernalillo County officials say we have
grown so fast that it has become a difficult
matter to budget our election needs and
costs.

Many of the ills now charged in the Cha-
vez-Hurley contest must necessarily revert
back to the tax commission’s fallure and the
failure in this county of our own officials to
recognize and recommend minimum election
needs.

If the shortage of booths deprived many
voters in New Mexico of the right of a secret
ballot, then our duly constituted officials—
in this case a Republican State administra-
tion and Republican-controlled election ma-
chinery in Bernalillo County—and not any
single candidate must accept the blame,

[From the Albuquerque (N. Mex.) Journal of
June 20, 1953]
Ler’s Dopge ALL THESE FREAK CONTEST
DETAILS
(By Ed Minteer)

We see that a dozen or so prominent
Albugquerque citizens' votes have been chal-
lenged in the Hurley-Chavez senatorial con=-
test because they showed need of assistance
in filling out their registration certificates.

One, according to the cool record, that
needed assistance was Quincy Q. Adams, chief
attorney for Hurley.

Of course, the whole thing is ridiculous.
What happened is that in some instances
registration officials erroneously signed regis-
tration affidavits on lines set aside for wit-
nesses to marks made by persons who could
not write their names.

The registration officlals slgned on the
wrong line. As the record stands these regis-
tration officials signed up to the effect that
such prominent citizens as Mr. Adams and
others needed registration assistance—in fact
could not sign their names.

Up to date the whole Chavez-Hurley con-
test is permeated with such ludicrous de-
velopments and incidents as the challenging
of some of our better citizens on the grounds
they needed assistance.

The people who are conducting thils sena-
torial investigation should pretty well know
that such challenges as related above are,
indeed, obnoxious to an intelligent elec-
torate. The only real issue is: Who got the
most legal votes?

It seems to us that the contest c
and countercharges have gotten out of hand
and that such inecidents as challenging the
votes of highly respected citizens on wholly
technical grounds tends to make a mockery
of our whole democratic procedure.

If there is dirt in this senatorial election
let’s dig it up. But it is rather irksome that
to date the election contest procedure has
been enmeshed in so many freak and irrele-
vant details that dodge the real issue of who
won and who lost.

We would like to see all the horseplay cut
out and the contest decided guickly and effi-
clently on its pure merits. After all, this
contest is costing the taxpayers a lot of
money.

Let's quit throwing our money away on
silly challenges and inconsequential byplay
investigations. It is up to the Senate Elec-
tions Committee to see that the contest pro-
ceedings here move along in an orderly, digni-
fied manner wholly devold of any partisan
or political entanglements.

It is more ridiculous that a contest of this
sort should go on and on for months. The
United States Senate has just authorized an
additional $75,000 to carry on this Hurley-
Chavez contest. It is all quite annoying to
the electorate that wants only justice done
that 50 many apparently extraneous matters
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are being injected Into an election contest—
matters that have little ultimate bearing on
the merits or demerits of the contest.

WHo Dip WHAT To WHoM?
[From Frontler for January 1954]
(By R. L. Chambers)

SANTA PE, N. Mex.—New Mexicans were
surprised at the inconclusive preliminary re-
port of the Senate subcommittee which in-
vestigated charges by Gen. Patrick P. Hurley
that his defeat in 1952 was the result of
illegal and fraudulent election practices.
The report contained two major recommen-=
dations: First, elimination of 30,000 ballots
because they were cast in precincts where
the secrecy of the ballot was not observed
(20,000 of these were votes for Senator DEN-
NI1s CHAVEZ, 10,000 for Hurley); second, con-
tinuation of the inquiry, which has already
cost between $150,000 and $200,000.

As Hurley lost by only 5,000 votes, the
10,000 he would pick up if the report were
accepted and approved by the entire Senate
would give him a 5,000-vote majority. But
to the unbiased observer, the finding ap-
peared unsatisfactory.

It seemed to many here that it was sig-
nificant there were no revelations of fraud,
which charge was the basis for Hurley’s pro-
test of the election. That the strongest
charge the subcommittee mustered made was
violation of secrecy at the polls left some
Hurley friends displeased. Observed one
newspaper, the New Mexican, which had been
supporting Hurley: “Nothing has been hinted
to indicate the probe uncovered proof of
any fraud.”

The recommendation to eliminate 30,000
votes does not set well here. Senator FRANK
BarreTT, Republican, of Wyoming, subcom-
mittee chairman, said the committee felt
that in any precinct where even a few votes
were cast outside booths, all should be can-
celed.

To many here this is absurd. For decades,
New Mexico voters have filled out their bal-
lots on desks, tables, and on window sills in
full view of one anocther.

The subcommittee recommendation dis-
turbed one newspaper, the Albuquerque
Journal, which commented, “Shall 30,000 or
more New Mexicans be deprived of their
sacred franchise because election officials in
certain voting divisions didn't follow the
letter of the law in preserving the secrecy of
the ballot?” It then added “* * * fraud is
not charged in the preliminary report.”

As for the second part of the recofnmenda-
tions—to continue the inquiry—observers
here believe this would merely result in addi-
tional votes being invalidated on the same
grounds. The subcommittee in its initial
investgation made it a point to check those
areas where Hurley had alleged fraud, coer-
cion, and ballot buying.

It is significant that many officials have
revealed they did not use booths in the 1952
election. Gov. Edwin L. Mechem, a Republi-
can, said he simply went into a church parish
and voted and that anyone could have
walked into the room when he was there.
Supreme Court Judge Eugene Lujan marked
his ballot in the middle of a crowd of voters
on a gymnasium platform.

The fact that the subcommittee split along
party lines in making its recommendations
causes New Mexicans to wonder whether
their votes are not being bandied about in
a contest over control of the United States
Senate that now has 47 Republicans, 48
Democrats, and one Independent.

[From the Albuquerque (N. Mex.) Journal of
August 7, 1953]

GrouP oF HENCHMEN “TaAKE IN" Mgr. HURLEY
(By Ed Minteer)

The outburst of Steven A. Alex, alde to

Patrick J. Hurley, who is contesting elec-
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tion of DENNIS CHAVEZ to the United States
Senate, to the effect that the Journal and
the Associated Press had been unfair in news
presentation, is a pathetic gesture in the now
seemingly futile efforts of Mr. Hurley to un-
seat CHAVEE.

It is to be noted, however, that so far as
the Associated Press is concerned Mr. Hur-
ley has repudiated Mr. Alex' indictment of
that service. This has an effect of empha-
sizing the fact that Hurley has been “taken
for a ride"” by a group of henchmen who ap=-
parently convinced him that all he had to
do to unseat CHAVEZ was to file a contest
with a Republican-loaded Senate commit-
tee.

Patrick Hurley is & man of much ability.
He has performed meritorious service for his
country. We can appreciate his chagrin
when the last November vote showed strong
majorities for Governor Mechem and Presi-
dent Eisenhower while at the same time on
the face of the returns he was beaten by
more than 5,000 votes.

It would, therefore, not take too much
coaxing from such henchmen as Alex and
others to convince him that he had been
cheated out of the election. Maybe there
was cheating. We don't know.

Anyway, it was quite obvious that Mr. Hur-
ley fell victim to these gentlemen’s Pleadings
to go all out in contesting the election with-
out thoroughly knowing whether there had
been any considerable amount of graft and
corruption.

Nothing wrong with contesting the elec-
tion. The only wrong thing has been the
utter wastage of money by which the con-
test has been conducted.

Our complaint has not been against a
contest. We favor rigid contests when there
is any semblance of misconduect in an elec-
tion. Rather, our complaint has been
against the haphazard, prolonged antics of
the investigating group here.

Let's briefly review the picture: The Sen=
ate subcommittee responsible for the investi-
gation originally had at its disposal $54,000,
That soon was gone. The Senate subcom-
mittee then sought another $150,000. The
Senate compromised and allowed $75,000.
This $75,000 is now almost gone. Then it
was that the $160,000 was asked. The Sen-
ate balked at the terrific expenditure of
funds in the contest and Just before ad-
journment allotted $37,500 as a cleanup
fund to wind up the long drawn out affair,

The investigating group here is composed
of many people from outside the State. The
whole group including the challengers on
each side numbers almost 50. Non-Albu-
querque residents are allowed an expense
account of $9 daily. This 89 is not taxable.
In this column recently we published a list
of all the workers and their addresses and
their salaries. It seems that such publica-
tion infuriated the Investigation chiefs. We
wonder why?

This investigation, we believe, could have
been completed long ago. Only now is Berna-
lillo County being completed. Bernalillo
County was booked as the “key” county. The
recount didn't show much wrong in this
county, and so began the drive to recount
more and more counties, spend more money
and give some of the henchmen more and
more of a bonanza holiday with liberal pay
out here in New Mexico.

Our complaint has centered on the ob-
vious observation that the recount had de-
veloped into & mere mnarrow, partisan
squabble rather than into a strict adherence
to the real issues of the case—the only issue
being who won and who lost.

Now about this Alex charge that the Jour=
nal and its Washington bureau “deliberately
attempted to distort the facts and have con-
sistently refused to present the public a fair
exposition of matters involved in this in-
vestigation.”

When this contest was announced the
Journal advocated and urged that all pro-
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ceedings be wide open to the press and the
public. That formula was turned down.

From that time on Mr. Alex and his aides
began to feed into their favorite channels
contest developments that supposedly were
to be announced only by Wellford H. Ware,
chief counsel of the Senate Investigation
Committee.

Mr. Alex fed into these certain news chan-
nels highly colored propaganda in behalf of
his great benefactor, Mr. Hurley. The Jour-
nal was not one of these channels to absorb
all this obvious propaganda. The Journal
was in a position to get the facts about
the contest developments—no propaganda.
Thus, Mr. Alex says we were unfair. If it is
unfair to print the facts rather than propa-
ganda scattered around by Mr. Alex, then,
of course, we have been unfair.

We never told the Journal's Washington
bureau what to do other than get the facts.
In this process our Washington bureau de-
veloped the now pertinent fact that the
Senate subcommittee has been getting a
trifie fed up on the investigating procedure
out here and as a last ‘“slap” at this pro-
cedure allotted a mere $37,500 to wind up
the investigation instead of the $160,000
sought.

It is to be regretted that a smart man
like Mr. Hurley has been, in effect, taken
in by a group of selfish henchmen. We think
his contest would have held much more
prestige and dignity had he launched his
contest wholly on his own without the aid
of numerous hangers-on.

We simply don't believe it mnecessary to
spend a half million dollars of the tax-
payers’ money to determine who won and
who lost, We don’t believe it has been in
the public interest to set up such an expen-
sive circuslike regime of highly paid people
from all sectors of the Nation to conduct this
rather simple Senate election investigation.

We believe the farce should cease. We
believe sufficlent investigation already has
been done for the Senate committee to make
a logical and fair report on whether CHAVEZ
was elected through fraud and corruption
as charged by Hurley's aides.

Let's have this report quickly and call
it a day.

[From the Albuquerque (N. Mex.) Journal
of December 22, 1953]
OUR SLANT
{(By Ed Minteer)

Station KFUN in Las Vegas quoting from
a Journal editorial notes that its town, like
Albuquerque, is having garbage truck
trouble, The radio station says that Las
Vegas bought its first and only garbage truck
2 years ago; that the truck is still sitting
around in a garage and has yet to haul its
first load of garbage. We don't know just
what the trouble is in Las Vegas but we'd
take a chance and trade our city commission
to that town for its governing body.

Suppose you voted in last November’s
election strictly as per the law says in an
enclosed booth. Suppose 498 others in your
precinet voted precisely and legally as you
did. But suppose the 500th voter marked his
ballot on a table outside the enclosed booth.
Then what would be your reaction, if because
of that one on-the-table ballot, that vote,

vote, all 500 votes were thrown out?

That's what Chairnmran BARRETT of the Senate
Subcommittee on Elections would demand.

Then suppose that in last November's elec-
tion there was a great rush when you got to
the polls near closing time. Suppose that
you realized it would be impossible to wait
your turn and get into an enclosed booth
before the deadline. Then suppose under
these extreme circumstances you got your
blank ballot, rushed over to a table, quickly
marked your ballot and deposited it in the
box just in the nick of time.

Then suppose because of the nmmanner in
which you marked your ballot in those hec-
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tic closing seconds all 500 votes in your pre-
cinct were volded. But that’s what Chair-
man BarreTT says must be done in the
Chavez-Hurley contest.

All the above could happen with or with-
out laxness on the part of election officials.
Even conscientious and alert officials might
not be able in a rush to detect that someone
voted outside a booth. Yet under the Bar-
rett theory all the votes would be killed.

True, our laws say absolute secrecy of the
ballot must be maintained. We won't quar-
rel with such laws. But our laws should
also make it mandatory that sufficient voting
facilities be maintained so that no out-of-
booth balloting would be necessary. There
are also laws and constitutional guards
against disfranchising any voter.

Under the Barrett theory 30,000 votes in
67 divisions of the State’s more than 900
would be thrown out.

We doubt that outside the precincts over
the State that use voting machines there is
a single one that didn't have one or more
nonsecret ballots cast.

In that event not merely the votes in the
67 divisions must be thrown out but also al-
most all the State's total vote. That pins it
down to these few voting-machine wvotes.
Then let's get a count on these precincts,
see who was elected Senator, governor, and
S0 on.

Looks like in the case of the Barrett re-
port the Republicans are playing a little too
rough politically.

——

[From the Albuquerque (N. Mex.) Journal
of August 3, 1953]
IN THE CAPITAL—MUTUAL DISLIKE EVIDENT
BETWEEN STATE, FEDERAL OFFICIALS
(By Mel Mencher)

Banta FE, August 2.—One of the obvious
features of the Chavez-Hurley recount to
the casual observer is the strained relations
between Federal and State officials who are
involved in the examination of the ballots
cast last November.

The mutual dislike is evident. And it is
openly admitted. Attorney General Richard
Robinson makes no secret of his feelings for
Wellford Ware, director of the recount. Dis-
trict Judge David Carmody was not reticent
about describing the Government agents as
“discourteous"” when they sought custody of
Rio Arriba County ballots.

The feelings of the Federal employees
making the recount are similarly open. They
consider that the State canvassing board did
not perform jts duty properly, and some of
them are openly contemptuous of various
State and county officlals.

But there is something deeper than mere
dislike and coldness in the State-Federal re-
lationship here. The closer one examines
recent incidents the clearer the picture be-
comes of two intensely distrustful groups,
each eyeing the cther's every action. )

In this aura of suspicion and distrust, both
groups have apparently made assumptions
about the other. Several members of the
Senate subcommittee staff believe that State
officials favor Senator DENNIs CHAVEZ. And
quite a few of the county and State officials
who have had dealings with the subcom-
mittee staff are positive the stafl is conduct-
ing the recount with one aim: to vacate
CHaveEz' seat and to fill it with the general.

Senator CHAVEZ himself was the first to
charge that the staff was interested in seat-
ing Pat Hurley. He made this allegation on
the floor of the Senate during debate on
appropriations for the staff's recounting of
ballots. The charge has been echoed by
many of the CHAVEz supporters involved in
the recount now plodding on in Albuquerque.

A. T. Hannett, CrHavez' attorney in the
recount proceeding, made his distrust evi-
dent when he filed a five-point protest with
the attorney general, the ballot custodian
for the State, and Hurley's attorney.
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Hannett was disturbed at the removal of
ballots from the supervision of CEAvEZ’ chal-
lengers and the State’s ballot custodian. He
sald that boxes had been opened and ballots
examined with mno representatives of the
Senator present. Also, he sald, the State’s
custodian, contrary to the agreement be-
tween the State and Federal groups, was not
allowed to continue custody of the boxes.

The attorney general's office agrees that
there have been violations of the agreement.
And one of Robinson’s assistants sald that
the subcommittee will be notified of the
situation. He pointed out that the ballots
are scattered all over the recount headquar-
ters and that the State’s custodian cannot
possibly keep track of the boxes.

On the other side, there is an equally
strong feeling about the lack of control
when the ballots are in State hands. Ware
has indicated that he is interested in what
happened to some northern county ballots
during the period between the election and
the day the subcommittee staffl took custody
of them. And his interest is directed at
the possibilities that somehow the Senator
may have benefited during this period.

Ware has insisted that the attorney general
may not examine the ballots which Han-
nett charged were illegally cast for Hurley
in Rio Arriba County. Robinson says this
violates the agreement entered into whereby
the State would be told immediately of
possible election law violations.

The reason Ware does not want to sur-
render custody of these ballots even for a
short examination is that Ware and his
staff are themselves interested in the ballots
and are conducting an inquiry, not at all
on the lines one would assume. Ware's con-
cern is that the ballots may have been in-
tentionally altered to mislead investigators.

Without an understanding of this basic
distrust between the two groups, the actions
of both State and Federal officials have little
meaning.

-——

[From the Albuquerque (N. Mex.) Journal
of August 14, 1953]

PrOBE BALLOT TAMPERING

Some 40 Albuquerque voters have testified
before the Senate Subelections Committee
here that their ballots had been tampered
with and altered in last November's election.

Such tampering, of course, is a grave of-
fense. We now have a grand jury in session.
It obviously is up to this grand jury and
District Attorney Paul Tackett to run down
the source of this tampering and proceed
accordingly.

As of now it is a complete mystery as to
when the tampering was done and by whom,

This tampering evidence was charged by
Wellford Ware, the Senate committee's head
attorney, and the attorneys for Patrick
Hurley in the latter’s contest to unseat Sen-
ator DENNIS CHAVEZ.

It is significant, however, that the so-called
tampering in only a few cases affected the
Senate race. The tampering was done in
other races, mostly county.

But though the vote tampering so far
revealed, does not materially affect the Sen-
ate race, it stands that any such tampering
vitally affects the sanctity of the ballot in
general and should be pursued to the very
limit to find the answer,

The 40 witnesses who testified there were
marks on their ballots they did not make
held no opinion as to who changed the bal-
lots. It becomes the immediate and solemn
duty of our local law enforcers to run this
thing down.

A. T. Hannett, attorney for CHAVEZ, makes
the very pertinent observation that a ma-
jority of the election judges in this county
were Republicans.

It is not to be forgotten that in this county
General Eisenhower and Governor Mechem,
Republicans, had big majorities. Hurley, had
a majority but a lesser one. It is difficult
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to understand why any Republican con-
trolled election machinery in this county
would permit any gross fraud against Repub-
lican Hurley.

We can dismiss the fact that it did not
materially affect the Senate race. But we
cannot dismiss the fact that it challenges
the sanctity of the ballot.

[From the Carlsbad (N.Mex.) Current-Argus
of May 27, 1953]

STATE TAKING BEATING

If we had followed our first impulse the
other night, we would have slammed the
radio to the floor and promptly carted the
splintered wood, the tangled wires, and bits
or broken glass to our new $3.75 garbage can.
We didn't do it though. We just sat there
and fumed.

The center of our irritation was Fulton
Lewis, Jr., the radio commentator with the
velvet sneer. He was discussing the contest
in the Senate between DeNNIs CHAVEZ and
Pat Hurley.

It was neither CmavEz nor Hurley who
bobbed up and out of the 15-minute session
of onion throwing looking whipped. It was
the State of New Mexico.

No judge, sneered Lewis, was going to keep
& Senate committee from recounting the bal-
lots in the Hurley-Chavez thing, “especially
a judge in New Mexico.” That was a ref-
erence to Judge R. F. Deacon Arledge, of
Albuquerque, who joined in battle with Sen-
ate investigators over custody of the disputed
ballots.

There was more in this vein. You can see
how our blood pressure rose to the boiling
point.

After mulling the thing over, we were
forced to admit that New Mexico judiclary
has not been very helpful thus far in getting
at the truth of Hurley's charges that CHAVEZ
stole the election last fall.

Judge Bill Scoggins, of Las Cruces, started
it. He ordered the ballots burned in his
judicial district. He said it was a mistake.
Most New Mexico people were willing to con-
cede that Scoggins had made an honest mis-
take. An outsider—like Lewis—might not
be so charitable.

Judge Arledge may be merely battling for
the sacred principle of the secret ballot.
Again, the outsider, thoroughly grounded in
the theory that New Mexico elections are
all crooked to begin with, might judge more
harshly. He might, like Lewis, point out
that Arledge was going to bat for CHAVEZ,
his old political mentor.

The point of this little essay is that New
Mexico is harvesting a blackened reputa-
tion out of this contest.

We wish they'd hurry and get the recount-
ing done and settle this whole business. We
are just as anxious as anyone to know how
much ballot stealing, if any, went on in New
Mexico last fall. We wish all these people,
the judges, the politicians, the election offi-
cials would jump in and help get the busi-
ness finished instead of muddying up the
waters still more.

It shouldn't be too much trouble count-
ing the votes cast for Senator, and separat-
ing the legal from the crooked. Let us get
to it before the State's tattered reputation
suffers further.

[From the Albuquerque (N. Mex.) Journal
of July 9, 1953]
HENCHMAN IN SADDLE IN SENATE CONTEST
(By Ed Minteer)

It is costing the taxpayers $33,000 a month
to conduct the Hurley-Chavez senatorial con-
test. The money available is running low.

The Senate Rules Committee now asks an
appropriation of 160,000 more to continue
the investigation as to whether New Mexico's
voting for United States Senator last No-
vember was, in effect, crooked or on the up
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and up. Already some $130,000 has elther
been spent or appropriated.

One hundred and sixty thousand dollars
would not be a big price to pay if worth-
while evidence of fraud was being uncovered
and revealed. But it is a terribly big price
to pay if the procedure has degenerated into
a mere battle of henchmen on either side
playing for time in order to remain on a
luscious Government payroll so long as pos-
sible.

But let’s face the facts. All doesn't seem
too well so far. Orlginally, it was under-
stood, practically agreed to, that the recount
would be finished in big Bernalillo County
before any other county would be dragged
into the costly investigation.

‘The recount in Bernalillo is not yet fin-
ished—in fact far from finished. Suddenly
the Senate subcommittee, through its chief
counsel, Wellford Ware, called for an open-
ing of all the Rlo Arriba County boxes for
a recount.

There has been no legitimate explanation
as to the attempt to jump into Rio Arriba
County boxes before the Bernalillo County
recount is finished. The lowdown, however,
is that the recount so far in Bernalillo
County has shown but little variation from
the November official count.

The contest was based on gross fraud and
corruption. As of now no semblance of fraud
or corruption has been discovered and only
a slight change in the vote—a change due
only to technical and wholly unimportant
and unintentional errors. These few errors
are on both sides, not just one.

It would seem that a highly partisan Re-
publican investigating group, chagrined by
the failure of Bernalillo County to produce
any tangible discrepancies, has now seized
upon Rio Arriba County in a desperate effort
to salvage some of its investigating prestige.

CHavez has a sizable majority in Rio Arriba
County.

Apparently the fraud theory in Bernalillo
County now has been entirely abandoned by
the Hurley forces.

It is quite obvious that the quiz has be-
come a rather strictly party affair with all
too little attention being given to the only
important issue: Who won and who lost?

Up to date in the investigation we've had
all too much of poker playing, all too much
horseplay, all too much senseless squabbling,
all too much expense, all too much of every-
thing save that of finding out whether any
fraud was perpetrated in last November’s
senatorial election.

If there has been any corruption or fraud
worth mentioning it has not been brought
to light. Yet an apparently biased Senate
subcommittee wants another $160,000 of the
taxpayers' good money to go on with what
up to date has been a fruitless and in somre
aspects a largely ludicrous investigation. It
all at the moment appears much as a pork
barrel spree for political henchmen.

The henchmen on both sides of the sena-
torial battle are in the saddle. They are
getting theirs—right out of the taxpayer's
pocket.

It's about time—unless immediate show-
ing be made of grave irregularities—that this
farce of an Investigation out here in New
Mexico be taken up on the floor of the
United States Senate and either squelched
or dire warning given that unless tangible
results are shown soon in the investigation
further wastage of public money will be
stopped forthwith.

[Fromr the Albuguerque (N. Mex.) Journal
of July 12, 1953]
BENATORIAL CoNTEST WoORKERS Numper 49
(By Ed Minteer)

The Hurley-Chavez senatorial contest
stands to cost the taxpayers a cool half mil-
lion dollars or more, if the contest lingers
on and on in the haphazard and inefcient
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and politically-directed manner of the past
month,

The citizenry of New Mexico doesn't want
a corrupt or fraud-elected person to be our
United States Senator. But at the same time
this same citizenry doesn’'t want an appar-
ently biased United States Senate subcom-
mittee to go on and on spending the taxpay-
ers’ money if no major fraud exists.

It was originally agreed among the con-
testing partles that Bernalillo count would
be the key. If no fraud or corruption de-
veloped in the recount here there was to be
a complete stop-look-and-listen halt to de-
termine whether the recount was to be ex-
tended to other counties.

But now that no appreciable fraud has
been uncovered in the Bernalillo County
vote to date the Senate subcommittee sud-
denly and without warning broke its agree-
ment, jumped into the Rio Arriba County,
and has asked for $160,000 more to extend
the investigation.

And so it all begins to look like an out and
out politically-directed contest rather than
an up and up inquiry based on the merits
of the case.

After considerable difficulty we have se-
cured a list of the vast crew of contest work-
ers and henchmen drawing big-tinre annual
pay. In addition to the salaries herewith
listed all out-of-State workers draw a daily
expense pay of $9 which is not subject to
income tax.

Just why it was necessary to drag In so
many outsiders and thereby increase the
cost of contest is not explained.

The contest crew list follows:

John A. Bauman, Albuquerque, chief tally
clerk, $5,238.97.

John W. Benson, Baltimore, Md., investi-
gator, $7,819.96.

Lewis E. Berry, Jr., Cheboygan, Mich.,
assistant counsel, $10,815.02.

John E. Bishop, Oaklyn, N. J., investigator,
$7,819.96.

Patricia E. Brewer, Albuquerque, clerical
assistant, $3,613.89,

Hector H. Cervantes, Albuquerque, investi-
gator, $3,613.89.

James J. Connelly, Santa Fe, court repre-
sentative, $5,238.97.

Myron C. Ehrlich, Washington, D. C., asso-
ciate counsel, $10,815.02.

Douglas C. Florance, Albuquerque, special
counsel, $5,238.97.

James J. Florance, Minneapolls, Minn.,
m\rr::ttgator. $3,613.89.

ymond B. Garcia, Albuquerque, guard,
$3,613.98. g

Albert B. Garcia, Albuguerque, ’
$3,613.89. i o

Fred C. Hannahs, Albuquerque, staff rep-
resentative, $3,613.89.

Burton 8. Hill, Sr., Buffalo, Wyo., associate
counsel, $10,068.45.

Burton 8. Hill, Jr., Buffalo, Wyo., guard,
$3,613.89.

Alexander J. Jack, Albuquerque, investi-
gator, $5,430.16.

L. Stanley Eemp, Alexandria, Va., investi-
gator, §7,819.96.

Philip F. Kennedy, Jr., Albuquerque, s
53.613.8%. . R e e

Marvin E. Linner, Albuquerque, staff repre=-
sentative, $3,613.89.

Samuel Lord, Jr.,, Albuquerque, guard,
$3,613.89. g

Emma M. Majeski, Wenonah, N. J., clerical
asslstant, $4,091.85.

Robert J. Majeskl, Wenonah, N. J., investi-
gator, $4,091.85.

James A. May, Albuquerque, staff repre-
sentative, $3,613.89.

Robert B. Miller, guard,
$3,613.80.

Richard E. Philbin, Albonessen, N. J., in-
vestigator, $8,005.36.

Mary S. Richardson, Washington, D. C.,
clerical assistant, $3,518.30.

Patriclo 8. Sanchez, Albuquerque, staff
representative, $3,613.89.
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Marilyn E. Scott, Washington, D. C., cler-
ical assistant, $3,613.89.

L. Strain, Washington, D. C., clerical
assistant, $4,856.61.

Thelma M. Troiano, Washington, D. C.,
clerical assistant, $4,091.85.

Wellford H. Ware, Falls Church, Va., (N. J.)
chief counsel, $11,636.

Farley W. Warner, Washington, D. C., as-
sistant counsel, £9,570.74.

Ruth M. Webner, Lansing, Mich., clerical
assistant, $4,091.85.

In addition to the above list of 33 there
are 16 challengers, 8 for Hurley and 8 for
CmAvEZ. This brings the total list of contest
workers to 49, Not much governmental
economy in this sort of thing unless they
dig up some graft and corruption very
quickly. It may be there. If so let’s have
it quickly.

[From the Albuquerque (N. Mex.) Journal
of July 24, 1953]

TIME FOR SENATE ACTION

The principals in the Hurley-Chavez con-
test have now reached the bitter point of,
in effect, declaring—let us put it mildly—
issuing false statements. If we wanted to
be abrupt and realistic, we would say that
each side is now dubbing the other side
“lim-"

Comes Wellford H. Ware, chief counsel of
the Senate subcommittee, to declare that
1,200 ballots in Bernalillo County have been
thrown out as illegal.

Promptly attorneys for Senator CHAVEZ
challenge the Ware statement as false and
“tending to mislead the public and the
United States Senate.”

Then comes the Hurley contingent to de-
clare that since so many illegal ballots were
found in Bernalillo County the need for a
statewide count is evident.

Such a statewide count cannot be had un-
less the United States Senate votes another
appropriation of $160,000. It is now very
doubtful that the Senate will go for this
increased expense. The Senate already has
appropriated £75,000 to add to the $54,000
that already was on hand.

The contest expense is costing at the rate
of $33,000 a month. The blg question, of
course, is whether these so-called illegal bal-
lots alleged by Ware constitute fraud. So
far we have heard no charges of fraud in this
county, and so far Ware has not defined just
what constitutes an illegal ballot.

CHavEz' aldes have now gone directly to
the United States Senate protesting Ware’s
so-called unfairness. It would be well for
the full Senate immediately to pass on this
irksome senatorial contest. It is expensive;
it is highly partisan. All too many out-
siders have been imported into New Mexico
as contest workers at sizable salaries plus
$0 a day expense money.

An early vote in the Senate on this highly
publicized contest would be desirable. It
ought to be ended one way or the other as
soon as possible. If the contest is to include
every New Mexico county, the cost is esti-
mated at as high as $500,000—a high price to
pay.

[From the Loulsville Courier-Journal of

March 13, 1954]

Is RIGHT oN THE SipE WITH MosTt VOTES?

If an issue of morals and fairness is to be
settled in the United States Senate by the
ordeal of partisan politics, then the public
will be entitled to a moment of nausea. It
begins to look, however, as if this is going to
be the basis of testing the right of DEnNIs
CHAVEZ, Senator from New Mexico, to hold his
seat.

Democrats are certain to be solidly for him,
Republicans probably will vote to throw him
out. A maverick or two on either side—a
bolter from party discipline, in short—may
well tell the tale. The evidence for or
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against i1s quite likely to be incidental, ac-
cording to all the forecasts, the simple fact
being that control of the Senate depends on
the outcome.

The question came up when Patrick Hur-
ley, the Republican candidate in November
1952, contested the election returns which
showed Democrat CHAVEZ to have won. The
contest was based on a charge of irregulari-
ties in the vote, including late reports from
precincts favoring CHAVEZ.

Lateness, in fact, turns out to be charac-
teristic of the whole affair. Fourteen
months have gone by since the election.
Meanwhile, what with deaths and appoint-
ments, the balance of Senate power is uncer=
tain. Democrats have 48 Members, to 47 Re-
publicans and Independent WAYNE MORSE.
Democrats have not, however, disputed the
right of Republicans to organize the Senate
and control committees. Thus it was that
the subcommittee which recommends a ver-
dict of no election il the New Mexico case
has 2 Republican members (who voted for
the recommendation) to 1 Democrat (who
upholds CHAvEz). If the Senate takes the
majority view, it would mean that CHAVEZ
the Democrat must step out, leaving the va-
cancy to be filled by New Mexico’s Governor,
a Republican.

The contest and its partisan tinge is not
unparalleled in the Senate. In the early
days of the Nation Albert Gallatin, who after-
ward became Thomas Jefferson’s great Sec-
retary of the Treasury, was expelled by a
strict party vote of 14 to 12. The Senate
had a slim Federalist majority. Gallatin
was of the other party. The charge was a
flimsy one, disputing Gallatin’s right to the
seat because he had not lived in the country
long enough. Actually it was an unjust
charge, to be disproven by the record, but
politics is politics. Gallatin had made a pest
of himself by demanding a report from Alex-
ander Hamilton on the condition of the
Treasury.

In today's Chavez case, the majority report
does not even say that the Democratic Sena-
tor was wrongly elected. It merely says for
the two Republicans that they were not able
to find out who was elected, They threw
out 80,000 ballots or so. They profess to be
baffled by primitive conditions and loose cus-
toms in many areas in New Mexico where
the Spanish language prevalls. Their deci-
sion to call the whole thing off is an odd one,
straining at virtue. But also plain to see is
the fact that it is simply dandy, from the
Republican point of view.

[From the Alamogordo (N. Mex.) News]|
THE GENEROSITY OF GENERAL HURLEY

Gen. Patrick J. Hurley, two-time loser and
now for a third time as aspirant to become
Senator from New Mexico, is going among the
people of New Mexico with charity in his
heart.

He will bring the fabulous waters of the
Missouri River to the parched lands of New
Mexico (if he can get the law of gravity re-
pealed).

He will line the Rio Grande with concrete,
and he will bring prosperity to the people of
the Pecos Valley, through 80-percent parity
in the existing agricultural program. He will
do better than the Democratic administra-
tion has done. He will award these benefits
with fewer strings attached.

In promising benefits, Pat has thrown the
creeping-socialism idea out the window. He
is proposing to extend the New Deal beyond
our wildest dreams.

Yes, Pat is proposing to spend money liber-
ally in our neighboring valleys, with appar-
ently never a thought as to how many votes
he could pick up by creating a river in the
Tularosa Basin. He promised nothing to us
local yokels when he came through here a
few days ago. He only smiled upon us. But
perhaps, even in that we are already richly
rewarded.
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Pat's ambitions, even at his advanced age,
know no bounds.

For the sake of the people of New Mexico,
he has forsaken his friends in Oklahoma.
In his declining years, he has thrice proposed
to bring many blessings to the people of this
State from a seat in the United States Senate.

What Pat wants for himself is anybody's
guess. But the great kindnesses he has of-
fered the New Mexico voters might well be
questioned.

New Mexico is now ably represented by
Senator DENNIs CHAVEZ, seventh from the
top in seniority in the United States Senate.
If the people give up this position for a new-
comer candidate that nature would never
permit to reach equal seniority and standing,
they are, indeed, poor traders.

[From El Crepusculo of April 23, 1953]
THE CHAVEZ-HURLEY CONTEST

A full investigation of the Chavez-Hurley
battle for a United States Senate seat has
been ordered by the Elections Subcommittee
and we believe that body owes the citizens
and voters of New Mexico the courtesy of a
speedy probe in order that the question may
be settled as quickly as possible,

However, Senator BARRETT, Republican, of
Wyoming, chairman of the subcommittee,
has indicated the new investigation may take
longer than the preliminary inquiry.

Five months have passed since the elec-
tion and we've been treated to a constant
diet of charges, rumors, and hashing over the
controversy. Let's get going and have the
matter cleared up once and for all.

We are still of the opinion that the new
investigation will fail to change the ma-
Jority which Senator CHAVEz received in the
November elections.

[From the Eddy County News of July 31,
1953]
PAaT HURLEY, SOREHEAD

Patrick J. Hurley continues to pop off
against Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, those who
voted against Hurley, and any who are not
readily sympathetic to Hurley's bleatings for
justice in the vote recount battle. Hurley
is a nice, old man. But, his rantings and rav-
ings are giving a few sideliners the impres=
sion that the great general is an aging wind-

bag.

He's lashing out on all sides against the al-
leged conspirators who “robbed’ him of his
victory over CHAVEz. From his bumblings
and fumings the listener and newspaper
reader gets the impression that old Pat is a
sorehead. Hurley is angry because CHAVEZ
gave Pat what the Kelt gave the drum * * *
a good beating. Please Pat, dry up.

[From the Hobbs (N. Mex.) Daily News-Sun
of December 28, 1953 ]
ConTeST F1asco

In the beginning, Pat Hurley cried “fraud”
in his defeat at the polls. So he contested
the election of Senator CHAVEZ, even drawing
a United States Senate elections subcommit-
tee into the investigation.

The contest cost thousands of dollars, of
which the taxpayers paid a good share.

The Senate subcommittee has reported. It
has recommended that 30,000 ballots be de-
clared void because voters did not ballot in
secret.

No fraud shown, mind you; just a breach of
secrecy.

Of the 30,000, the subcommittee said,
20,000 were cast for CHavEz and 10,000 for
Hurley. If these 30,000 votes are thrown out,
Hurley will be the winner.

The subcommittee’s investigation staff
spent 8 months in New Mexico, recounting
ballots and digging in the field for evidence
of fraud. The best it could come up with, so
far, is the secret ballot violations.
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The recount never was completed. The
findings of the investigators have not been
made publie.

New Mexico does not have a universal
secret ballot. Lea County does not observe
the law which requires the county commis-
gion to supply voting booths, 1 for each
125 voters.

But the votes of Lea County residents
should not be declared void. Voters should
not be disenfranchised because of the faults
of election officials. Voters cast their ballots
at the facilities available, acting in good
faith. They should not be penalized.

Whatever the result of the Senate election
contest, New Mexico seems destined for a
thorough overhaul of its voting system.

[From the Aubuquerque (N. Mex.) Journal
of July 16, 1953]
REFOERM IN ORDER IN SENATE ELECTION
CONTESTS

(By Ed Minteer)

All this hullabaloo, all this turmeoil, all this
tremendous expense, all this importation of
staff investigators from all sectors of the Na-
tion, all this partisan animosity in this sena-
torial contest easily can amount to naught.

Reason, of course, is that the investigation
is highly partisan on both sides. The prose-
cution by a Republican-loaded committee is
partisan. The defense, of course, is just as
partisan.

Then after it 1s all over—and it won’t be
over until all the money runs out—the sub-
committee will make a report to the full
Senate committee. That subcommittee al-
most certainly, regardless of what the actual
recount shows, will report that down here in
New Mexico fraud and corruption were dis-
covered and that something ought to be done
about it; that Senator CaavEZ has no right to
his seat.

Then this full committee, also Republican-
loaded, very likely will adopt the report of
the subcommittee that has made 2 or 3 quick
trips into New Mexico for only a very hurried
and necessarily skimpy look into the situa-
tion as presented by the actual stafl investi-
gators.

Then we presume there will be a minority
report. This report will say that naturally
some errors were discovered but mostly
harmless errors that are bound to occur in
any election. Then the minority report will
say, we further presume, that any fraud and
corruption discovered were so slight as to be
negligible and of no tangible consequence in
the New Mexico election.

Both reports, we suspect, could be written
just as well now as in 3 months or 6 months.

Then will come the real and only test that
amounts to anything. It will be in the form
of the final decision by the whole membership
of the United States Senate. That vote, too,
will strongly follow partisan and party lines,

The Senate vote is almost evenly divided
as to Democrats and Republicans. What
happened or didn't happen down here in New
Mexico either at the polls or through evi-
dence dug up by a highly partisan investigat-
ing staff won't have much, if any, influence
on the final result.

The fellow that's in—Iin this case Benator
CHAVEZ—probably will have a slight advan-
tage. It is a trifie easier and less compli-
cated to stay in than to get in when you are
out. However, a stray independent vote or
two well could settle the whole issue that has
been in the state of bitterness and violent
party eruption for months.

This is our first opportunity to view at
close range one of these Senate election con-
tests. We had no idea they were so highly
loaded on both sides with henchmen, hang-
ers-on, and a lot of highly paid and unneces-
sary personel.

It is our conclusion, therefore, that the
manner of conducting these contests is all
wrong. If the tables were turned and the
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Democrats were conducting the Investiga-
tion in an effort to unseat a Republican we
are quite certain the tactics and horseplay
would be much the same.

It seems to us that the solemn matter of
contesting such an all-important seat as a
United States Senate membership should be
organized on a more nonpartisan and digni-
fied plane. It should be sort of a judicial
procedure with a wholly neutral and non-
partisan body in full charge of the investi-
gation. The present partisan system seems
so futile. It certainly is not compatible with
the workings of our Democratic ideals.

All of which causes us to suggest that the
United States Senate would do well to bolster
public confidence if it invoked drastic re-
forms in its matter of conducting election
contests of his own membership.

It isn't the contest itself that is irksome,
Where a defeated candidate believes he was
“gypped” it is not only to the candidate's
interest but the public’s interest that all
the facts be brought forth for the publie
gaze. It's the unethical, dog-eat-dog tactics
used by both sides that become so annoy-
ing and obnoxious.

Reform is in order.

[From the Portales (N. Mex.) Tribune of
September 24, 1953]
OBSERVATIONS
(By Earl Stratton, Jr.)

In my opinion what New Mexico needs now
is a probe of the Senate probers.

And evidently that's what an Eddy County
grand jury wants to do. They have issued
a subpena for the chief counsel of the Sen-
ate probe with probable intentions of asking
what were the “shocking frauds" found in
the Artesia voting.

And it also appears that the chief counsel,
Wellford Ware, won't appear before the grand
jury. He's in Washington and most ob-
servers believe that he will stay there.

Reports of “shocking fraud™ have been is-
sued from time to time until the average
citizen of New Mexico was about convinced
that Senator CuAvEz had stolen the election.

But with the release of a story from 1
of the 3 Senators on the committee that
“no fraud was found which could be attrib-
uted to Senator CHAVEZ nor anyone con-
nected with his organization" and the ap-
parent confirmation by another of the 3
Senators a person wonders just what has
been happening in the investigation.

Of course the first Senator to speak up
was a Democrat and observers could lay aside
his statement as being “partisan politics™
but when the second member of the com-
mittee—a Republican—agreed, it appeared
that there was a “nigger in the woodpile.”

A thorough investigation of the probe has
been promised in the United States Senate
and most New Mexicans will watch this with
interest.

As far as T am concerned I have never be-
lieved the charges of widespread vote steal-
ing. It just doesn’t make sense,

At one time 2 or 3 boxes were In-
cluded among those to be contested and you
can never make me believe that the election
officials in Roosevelt County are dishonest.
I have known most of them most of my life
and regardless of what political party they
are a member of I think they are honest peo-
ple who will do their best to conduct an
honest election. I don't believe a single
ballot in Roosevelt County was changed.

And I don't believe a single ballot at Artesia
was changed. I know quite a few people at
Artesia and find them to be the same kind
of people that live here.

It's possible that mistakes were made. If
you have ever read the election laws of New
Mexico you would realize that no election
has ever been conducted just exactly accord-
ing to the statutes.

But as far as steallng an election I just
don’t believe it and I congratulate the Eddy
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County grand jury in demanding that Ware
appear before it and answer some questions
regarding the stealing of votes in Artesia.

Those “shocking-fraud' charges have given
New Mexico a nationwide blackeye and I
think the people who made them should be
made to show how it was done or deny them
publicly.

[From the Raton Daily Range of September
28, 1953]
SAcGE AND CAcCTUS
(By Doughbelly Price)

The New Mexicos joke of the century is
dying the slow quivering death of a water
Moccasin, the Hurley-Chavez election squab-
ble. The dear old taxpayer he footed the
bill and them envestigators wont even talk.,
They have slunk off to Wash. the center of
Confusion, and it will soon be forgot. That
will be easy for there is nothing to remem-
ber. That money went down the sewer of
greed for political power, and who wins? ¥You
guess, I already know. No wonder the
United States is two hundred and seventy
billion in the hole and spending next year's
take to pay this year's bills—tax reduction.
That is another big joke.

And dear old Malenkove in Russia setting
back and grinning like a cat eating liver.
We are trying to show Russia what we have
got. We had better been showing what we
ain’'t got, and that is commonsense. That
money for nothing but bullheadedness could
have been used in so many different ways.

It is getting to the point where it is no use
to hold an election. That money would have
went a long ways to buying voting machines.
It costs more now to see who wins the elec-
tion than the election itself. But them
sub committee guys dont mind expenses.
They are not out nothing. They had a nice
pald vacation in the cool climate of New
Mexico, seen things that they dident know
existed and will get back to Washington in
time to draw their pay check and go into
winter quarters in one of them five hundred
& month apartments and laugh at the Sap
taxpayers.

This United States Is a great country. But
it is getting to be a country of politics by
politics and for poloticans, The farmer and
stockman can take what is left after he pays
Taz=es. But we still have the groceries. That
is what counts.

—_—

[From the Eddy County News of August 14,
1953]

THE HURLEY ELECTION PROBE

Regardless of the cost, the Hurley contest
of Senator CHAvEz' election last fall to the
United States SBenate proves that there is
very little, f any, fraud in New Mexico
politics. The allegations made by Hurley
and his supporters that the senatorial elec-
tion last fall was stolen haven't thus far
been proven.

Furthermore, the cost of the probe, to
support one man’s apparently wild charges
indicates that Hurley would be too expensive
a man for New Mexico to have representing
it in the United States Senate.

Thus far the senatorial election probe has
cost the taxpayers more than 10 years of
Hurley's senatorial salary. While no expense
should be spared to investigate charges of
election fraud where there is reason to sus-
pect crooked practices in an election contest,
in this case the probe of Hurley’s charges
against Caavez and his supporters seems to
be a worthless and expensive investigation.
Such probes as the one now being conducted
seem too expensive to gratify one man’s in-
Jured feelings.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I
yield the remainder of the time under
my control to the distinguished senior
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE],
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Georgia is recognized.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
wilt the Senator from Georgia yield to
me?

Mr. GEORGE. 1 yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I ask that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia yield
1 minute to me.

Mr. GEORGE. 1 yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Missouri is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
hold in my hand an excerpt from an
editorial entitled “New Mexico's Sena-
tor.” I ask that the excerpt be printed
at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the excerpt
from the editorial was ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

[From the Washington Post and Times-

Herald of March 23, 1954]
NEw MEXICO'S SENATOR

Despite serious irregularities in New Mex-
ico’s election procedures, there seems no war-
rant whatever for unseating Senator DENNIS
CHAVEZ. The Senate is considering a recom=
mendation by an Elections Subcommittee
that Mr. CHAVEZ' seat be vacated. We think
the Senate will be better advised if it heeds
the blistering minority view flled by Senator
HENNINGS, Who charges that the majority re-
port “is so inaccurate that it can only serve
to mislead the Senate,” that the minority
member and counsel of the subcommittee
were “excluded entirely” from the group’s ac-
tivities and deliberations, that if the Senate
unseats Senator CHAVEZ, “it will, for the first
time in the history of the Senate, vote to
expel a duly elected United States Senator
against whom no charge or suggestion of
election fraud or irregularity has been made.”

The fact is that New Mexico's election cus-
toms and procedures seem to pay scant re-
spect to ballot secrecy. They ought to be
reformed—and drastically. But nothing in
the costly, prolonged, and flagrantly partisan
subcommittee study—it rolled up a bill of
more than $200,000 paid out of public
funds—shows that Senator CHAVEZ or his
party was responsible for the irregularities
or profited from them in any way. There is
nothing, in short, to show that the outcome
:r the election was affected by the irregulari-
les.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, a
part of the editorial has already been
placed in the REecorp. It expresses the
sentiments of many of us with respect
to the magnificent legal presentation
made by my colleague the distinguished
senior Senator from Missouri [Mr.
HENNINGS].

I desire to thank him for the fine
presentation he has made with respect
to the case of Senator Caavez. The Sen-
ator from Missouri has completely con-
vinced me that Senator CHAvez should
retain his seat in the Senate. In the
name of the people of Missouri, I should
like to thank the senior Senafor from
Missouri for the fine job he has done.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, first,
let me say a word about the amendment
which has been submitted by the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Cornonl. I donotthink any Mem-
ber of the Senate could vote for the reso-
lution if the amendment were adopted.
It reads as follows:

On page 2, line 3, after the word “Senate”,
insert a semicolon and the following: “and
that it is the sense of the Senate that sald
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vacancy should be filled only by election
held pursuant to the laws of the State of
New Mexico.”

Mr. President, what does the amend-
ment mean? It means that, although
there is a constitutional responsibility
resting on the Governor of the State of
New Mexico, we are asked to say to him,
“Do not fulfill that responsibility. If
that vacancy occurs in the Senate, it
must be filled only by an election to be
held pursuant to the laws of New
Mexico.”

Mr. President, is there a Senator who
can vote for the resolution if such an
amendment is attached to it? I hope
not. At least, I express the hope that
not one Senator on the Democratic side
of the aisle will undertake to say to the
Governor of a sovereign State, “You must
not be governed by the plain language
of the 17th amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States”—because that
is what this amendment amounts to.
That is all I wish to say on that point,
Mr. President.

In the course of the debate, question
arose about a Georgia case. In the first
place, it was a case in equity, a case to
enjoin an election. When the motion
was made, does not appear from the
facts. Probably it was made before the
election. At any rate, the motion was
made; and in equity it was held that
when the county—it was only a county
election—had adopted the Australian
ballot system, in that county and in that
election the requirements of the law were
mandatory. That decision was con-
curred in by a bare majority of the court.
There were two distinet dissents, one of
them by the chief justice, the father of
my distinguished colleague in this body
at this time, the junior Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Russerr]l, That was in
1936.

In 1940, following that case, the Su-
preme Court said this about it:

The plaintiff relles on Moon v. Seymour
(182 G. 702, 186 S. E. T44), and particularly
the language in the first headnote to the ef-
fect that the law declared in the code, section
34-1902, is mandatory, and that a com-
plete disregard of that statute by the county
authorities renders void and illegal an elec-
tion. That decision, however, did not deal
with a purely political right—

That is the distinction, and it is a
valid one which runs through all the
courts of the land, from the Supreme
Court down, “but the case was made by
equitable petition seeking to declare void
an election at which the question of the
imposition of a tax was submitted to
the voters.”

It did not involve at all a political
right.

What does that language mean, Mr.
President? It simply means that when
a citizen's right to vote is challenged, he
shall not be deprived of that right, which
is given to him by the Constitution, be-
cause of the fault of another—not even
because of the misconduct of those who
are holding the election.

But that is not all, Mr. President. In
the Robinson case, in the court of ap-
peals, which was cited in 50 Georgia
Appeals, it was specifically ruled that
even when the ballots were marked away
from the polling place, that was a mere
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irregularity which did not vitiate the
election unless the results were affected
by such action. That happens to be the
law of Georgia. It happens to be in ac-
cordance with the general principle of
law governing such matters.

Mr. President, I served for quite a long
time as chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Privileges and Elections. Dur-
ing that period we handled many cases
from year to year over a long period of
time. In 1932 there came before the
Senate Committee on Privileges and Elec-
tions the case of Heflin against Bank-
head, from Alabama. Both claimed seats
on this side of the aisle; therefore, there
was no partisanship. It was simply a
contest between two Democrats. That
case was fought out in the Senate. In
the case a lengthy discussion was entered
into between the then Senator from
the State of New Mexico, a distinguished
Member, the Honorable Sam G. Bratton,
and myself. We laid down, as best we
could, certain rules which had the defi-
nite and distinct approval of the Senate,
as shown by the vote which followed im-
mediately thereafter. We said:

The following irregularities have been held
by the Supreme Court of Alabama not to
invalidate the election or disfranchise the
voter:

The failure of sheriff to remove keys from
ballot box, thus leaving them accessible to
others. (Ez parte Shepherd (172 Ala. 205, 55
So. 627).)

Failure of proper authority to furnish certi-
fled list of registered voters, in the absence
of showing that illegal ballots were re-
ceived which affected the result, does not
render the election void. (Com. Ct. of Wash-
;zg?o}n County v. State (151 Ala. 561, 44 So.

Failure of the sheriff to provide booths.
(Patton v. Watkins, supra.)

After that, place was not prepared where
voter could privately mark his ballot, (Pat-
ton v. Watkins.)

These very issues came before this
body; and after a long review of almost
every case bearing on election contests
we reached this conclusion.

Cited in support of this conclusion
were cases from Alabama, Arizona, Cali-
fornia, Dakota, Florida, Georgia, Idaho,
Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Ken-
tucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan,
Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, and so
forth, including New Mexico, and run-
ning through North Carolina, North Da-
kota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsyl-
vania, South Carolina, Texas, Utah,
Washington, West Virginia, and Ontario.
We got some English cases.

What was the rule we laid down in
the Senate?

It will be noted that, according to this
statement of the rule, the irregularity or
error does not of itself create a situation
where it must be shown that the result was
not affected. In order to set aside an elec-
tion there must be not only proof of irregu=-
larities and errors, but, in addition thereto,
it must be shown that such irregularities or
errors did affect the result.

There is not a line of testimony in this
record even to indicate that the result
was affected.

Under the great weight of authority, the
test as to whether frregularities vitiate an
election is, Did they affect the result? Un-
less it be affirmatively shown that they did
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affect the result, they are to be disregarded,
and the result of the election stands.

What are we asked to do here? We
are asked to throw out and declare void
an election in an entire State. Why?
Because in various counties in the State
no booths were provided, and there was
no one to help blind or otherwise in-
capacitated voters to mark their ballots.

What does that mean? If in various
counties in the State no booths were pro=-
vided, is that a badge of fraud? It is
rather the contrary, because anyone on
horseback or in a Ford could have ridden
through New Mexico and could have
found precincts where no booths were
provided for the voters.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Georgia has expired.

Mr. GEORGE. I express the hope
that the Senate will do what it always
has done in its long and glorious history,
that is, say that unless there is some
taint of wrong affecting this election and
the contestants involved in it, we will not
declare the election void.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Corpon], which the clerk will state.

The CHiEF CLERK. On page 2, line 3,
after the word “Senate”, it is proposed
to insert a semicolon and the following:
“and that it is the sense of the Senate
that said vacancy should be filled only
by election held pursuant to the laws of
the State of New Mexico.”

Mr. HENNINGS and other Senators
asked for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. AsIunderstand,
the pending question is the amendment
of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor-
DON],

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senafor
from Massachusetts is correct.

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. KUCHEL (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bripges], who is ill in the hospital.
If the senior Senator from New Hamp-
shire were present and voting, he would
vote “yea.” If I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “nay.” Under the cir-
cumstances I withhold my vote.

Mr. LANGER (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the distinguished senior Senator from
California [Mr. KNowLAND]. If he were
present and voting, he would vote “yea.”
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
“nay.” I therefore withhold my vote,

The rollcall was concluded. ’

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuT-
LER] is absent on official business.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bringes]l and the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] are necessarily
absent,
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The Senator from California [Mr.
KnowranNp] has been excused from the
Senate because of illness in his family.

The result was announced—yeas 36,
nays 53, as follows:

YEAS—36
Barrett Ferguson Mundt
Eeall Flanders Potter
Bennett Goldwater Purtell
Bricker Griswold Saltonstall
Bush Hendrickson  Schoeppel
Butler, Nebr. Hickenlooper Smith, N, J.
Capehart Ives Thye
Carlson Jenner Upton
Case Malone Watkins
Cordon Martin Welker
Duft McCarthy Willlams
Dworshak Millikin Young
NAYS—53
Alken Hennings Mansfleld
Anderson Hil Maybank
Burke Hoey McCarran
Byrd Holland McClellan
Clements Humphrey Monroney
Cooper Hunt Morse
Daniel Jackson Murray
Dirksen Johnson, Colo. Neely
Douglas Johnson, Tex. Pastore
Bastland Johnston, 8. C. Payne
Ellender Eefauver Robertson
Frear Eennedy Russell
Fulbright Kerr Smathers
George Kilgore Smith, Maine
Gillette Lehman Sparkman
Gore Lennon Stennis
Green Long Symington
Hayden Magnuson
NOT VOTING—T
Bridges Enowland Wiley
Butler, Md. Euchel
Chavez Langer
So Mr. Corpon's amendment was re-
jected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion is still open to amendment. If there
be no amendment to be offered the ques-
tion is on agreeing to the resolution.

Several Senators requested the yeas
and nays.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Texas will state it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. As I under-
stand, the question is on agreeing to the
resolution as reported by the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Texas is correct. The question is
on agreeing to the resolution as reported
by the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration. The yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll, and Mr. Amken voted in the
negative when his name was called.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from South Carolina will state it.

Mr. MAYBANK. As I understand, a
“nay” vote is a vote against the resolu-
tion as reported by the committee.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor from South Carolina is correct.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr, President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Missouri will state it.

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, there
seems to be some misunderstanding as
to the precise nature of the vote which
is about to be taken. As I understand,
it is the final vote on agreeing to the
resolution, as reported by the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT], as chair-
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man of the Subcommittee on Privileges
and Elections of the Committee on Rules
and Administration. I should like to
say, in explanation, for the benefit of
Senators who have entered the Cham-
ber——

Mr. SALTONSTALL. MTr. President, I
rise to a point of order.

Mr. HENNINGS. All I wanted to say
was that——

Mr. SALTONSTALL. A yea-and-nay
vote is being taken, Mr. President.

Mr. HENNINGS. I shall not make a
speech. All I wish to say is I assume it
is understood by the Chair and all Sen-
ators that my substitute will not be
offered. That is all I wish to say, by way
of clarification.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, may
we have the resolution read?

The VICE FPRESIDENT. The clerk
will state the resolution, without reading
the preamble.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That it is the judgment of the
Senate that at the November 4, 1952, general
election, in and for the State of New Mexico,
no person was elected as a Member of the
Senate from that State, and that a vacancy

exists in the representation of that State
in the Senate.

SEc. 2. The Secretary of the Senate is di-
rected to transmit a copy of this resolution
to the Governor of the State of New Mexico.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will resume the ecall of the roll.

The legislative clerk resumed the call
of the roll.

Mr. KUCHEL (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bripces], who is ill in the hospital,
If he were present and voting he would
vote “yea.” If I were permitted to vote
I would vote “nay.” I withhold my vote.

Mr. LANGER (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from California [Mr.
Knowranp]. If he were present and
voting he would vote “yea.” If I were
permitted to vote, I would vote “nay.”
I withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bur-
LER] is absent on official business. The
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bringes], the Senator from California
[Mr. KNowLaND], and the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] are necessarily
absent.

The result was announced—yeas 36,
nays 53, as follows:

YEAS—36
Barrett Dworshak Millikin
Beall Ferguson Mundt
Bennett Flanders Potter
Bricker Goldwater Purtell
Bush Griswold Saltonstall
Butler, Nebr., Hendrickson Schoeppel
Capehart Hickenlooper Thye
Carlson Ives Upton
Case Jenner Watkins
Cordon Malone Welker
Dirksen Martin Willlams
Duff MecCarthy Young

NAYS—53
Alken Douglas Gore
Anderson Eastland Green
gurke Elrlender Hayden

yrd ear He

Clements Fulbright Hul:nlnss
Cooper George Hoey
Daniel Gillette Holland
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Humphrey Lennon Pastore
Hunt Long Payne
Jackson Magnuson Robertson
Johnson, Colo. Mansfield Russell
Johnson, Tex. Maybank Smathers
Johnston, 8. C. McCarran Smith, Maine
Kefauver McClellan Smith, N. J.
Eennedy Monroney Bparkman
Kerr Morse Stennis
Kilgore Murray Symington
Lel Neely

NOT VOTING—T
Bridges Enowland Wiley
Butler, Md. Kuchel
Chavez Langer

So the resolution (S. Res. 220) was not
agreed to.

REDUCTION OF EXCISE TAXES

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of House hill 8224, to re-
duce excise taxes and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will state the bill by title.

The Cuier CLERK. A bill (H. R. 8224)
to reduce excise taxes and for other pur-
poses.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Massachusetts.

The motion was agreed to.

EMPLOYMENT SITUATION IN DIS-
TRICT NO. 23, WHEELING, W. VA.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorp a letter from Mr.
J. C. Carroll, district representative in
charge of area 3, District No. 23, Wheel-
ing, W. Va., enclosing a report on the
employment situation in that district.

There being no objection, the letter
and report were ordered to be printed in
the REecorp, as follows:

UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA,
Wheeling, W. Va., March 18, 1954.
The Honorable EarRLE C. CLEMENTS,
United Stlates Senator, Senate Office
Building, Washington, D. C.

Sir: I am sending, attached hereto, a re-
port of the employment situation in the ter-
ritory I serve, along with my economic view-
point concerning some of the tax legislation
presently before the Congress.

I sincerely regret the necessity for sending
you mimeographed material and for the fact
it may not be as well written as it could have
been with a little more time expended in its
preparation, however, I have stated the facts
as accurately as possible. The opinions are
those formed from my own long experience
as a workman and as a representative of
workmen in our industry.

I am sending copies of the enclosure to
each of the local unions in my area and to
my district director. I sincerely trust you
will read and use the material in the interest
of avoiding a erippling industrial depression.

Respectfully yours,
J. C. CarroLL,
District Representative in Charge
Area 3, District No. 23.

AsHLAND, KY., March 18, 1954.

Sm: I am a district representative of the
United Steelworkers of Ameriea, District No.
23. 1 work under the direction of my dis-
trict director and am responsible to him
and our membership for the negotiation and
administration of contracts with employers
in area 3 of our district. Area 3 encom-
passes the cities of Huntington, W. Va.;
Ashland, Ky.; Portsmouth, Ironton, and
Jackson, Ohio, and points in between. With-
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in this area, are 24 local unions, on behalf
of which we hold 27 signed collective bar-
gaining contracts. These local unions and
contracts embrace some 13,000 employees
of the 24 employers covered by the contracts.

At this time, approximately 23 percent of
the people normally employed have been
laid off from their jobs in the steel mills,
shop, and foundries—many have been off
long enough to have used up all unemploy-
ment benefits. It is true that some have
found other work, but for the most part the
bulk have not been able to obtaln employ-
ment which equals, or nearly equals, the
jobs they lost.

I have received dozens of complaints from
those seeking jobs that other prospective
employers have refused them employment
because most of the job seekers hold senior-
ity and recall rights at their original place of
employment. Most such complaints come
from those who have sought employment at
the Pike County atomic-energy project.

Another serious matter is the manner in
which employers are taking advantage of
the situation to install labor-saving devices,
speeding up production facilities, and mak-
ing technological improvements in produc-
tion facilities which reduce the working
force to an alarming degree. This, once bit-
terly resisted by labor, has been embraced
and encouraged by labor in the period of the
great war and the postwar famine of many
items of durable goods.

Some industrialists have recently bragged
that a layoff will increase production. (See
the Wall Street Journal of Feb. 16.) Such
increase in production s not progress in that
it further reduces the work force to produce
more for a market which does not exist, nor
will exist unless people have buying power.
It is a contributing factor to the vicious,
never-ending spiral of retrogression. The re-
duction of corporate taxes enhances and
encourages the full exploitation of these cir-
cumstances by the employer. It is wrong,
perhaps fatally wrong, to remove the excess-
profits tax.

Today the industrial employer demands
much of his employees. He insists they be
in constant readiness to respond to his call
to work, whether it be for a day, a week, or
longer period, yet he will seldom hear to a
contract clause which will guarantee to the
employee employment for as much as a sin-
gle hour. He will often refuse to give an
employee he has laid off, time to give proper
notice to another employer, who may have
provided him with work, before rushing back
to his original boss for what may be only a
day or a week's work. It is firmly believed
that employers have an unwritten conspir-
acy to deny employment to one who holds
recall rights to another employer, yet in
many cases the original employer will fight
the payment of unemployment compensa-
tion to his employee who cannot find an-
other job.

At this time, tax bills are before the Con-
gress which will, if enacted, provide some
substantial relief to the depression which ‘s
upon us. If you obJect to the word “de-
pression,” would you be gracious enough to
lock at it this way—you have had fairly
steady work since you were discharged from
the armed service; your annual income has
been between $3,000 and $5,000 per year, you
married and have 2 or 3 ar 4 children who are
now of school age; you used your GI rights
to obtain & 4-percent loan to buy a house
(now 414 percent if you waited too long):
you partly furnished the house on the in-
stallment plan and intended to finish the
job as soon as the first items were paid for;
you worked hard to advance in your em-
ployment and to train yourself to fully sat-
isfy the needs of your employer; you learned
to do his kind of work; of course you bought
a car; perhaps you paid for it and traded it
on a newer one which is only partly paid for.
Now, all of a sudden, you have no Job, be-
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cause your employer has retarded his pro-
duction; he tells you it will be for only a
short period; that was last October, but you
still are unemployed, or you were able to
find work, not in your trade, but the kind
most anyone can do without speeial train-
ing, but your income has been reduced by
half, Then ask yourself, Is there a depres-
sion at my house? Before you answer, re-
member that you have been more fortunate
than some of the unemployed; you did get
a GI loan for your house; you did find some
work to help feed your children. Others
either had to borrow and scrape a much
larger down payment for their house and pay
5 or 6 percent interest on the loan; that was
because he may have been too old for the
war or was a IV-F; usually his plight is worse
fhan yours now.

The reduction of income taxes to the low-
medium income group is of the essence, if
substantial enough—and the time is now.
Our Federal Government is going to lose the
revenue anyway, so why not give it up in the
one way it may render service before all is
lost. Put it in the hands of the people who
need the products of industry—they will
spend it—they will have to spend it.

I speak of increasing personal and de-
pendent tax exemptions at least by the
amounts stated in the George bill, except
make the $1,000 exemption effective now—
now is when relief is needed if such relief
can be expected to stem the tide of depres-
sion—once that job is accomplished, and if
experience teaches that such exemptions are
otherwise inequitable, the Congress can al-
ways make corrective adjustments, You will
find the American workman willing to pay
his fair share of the taxes. This is not-a
plea for him alone, but rather his plea to
you to spare this Nation a repetition of the
early 1930's.

As our representative in the Congress, I
urge you to work to your utmost ability and
with your greatest energy for the early
passage of the George bill, but amended to
make the $1,000 exemption effective at once,
in order that the greatest good may come
from it.

Yours respectfully,
J. C. CARROLL,
District Representative in Charge
Area 3, District No. 23.

TRAINING AIR OFFICERS

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, recently
the Senate passed a bill creating an Air
Force Academy. I expressed the view
that one national defense academy
would be preferable. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the body of
the REcorp an editorial from the Wash-
ington Post of yesterday, entitled
“Training Air Officers,” which editorial
I endorse.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

TRAINING AIR OFFICERS

It was inevitable that Congress would ap-
prove a separate training academy for the Air
Force. Some proponents have felt that the
independence of the air arm would not really
be assured until it had control over the
training of its own career officers. While the
detalls on selection of the site remain to be
worked out, psychologically the authoriza-
tion of an Air Academy is important as a
sign that the Air Force has come of age.

There also are sonre significant practical
considerations. For the past few years the
Air Force has been taking 25 percent of the
graduates of the Military Academy at West
Point and of the Naval Academy at Anna-
polis. This has been a severe drain on the
other services, and one which they will be
glad to see ended. The advent of the Air
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Academy also should enable the Air Force
to increase the proportion of college gradu-
ates among its career officers. As of now,
only 47 percent of the active officers in the
Air Force are college graduates, as com-
pared with 87 percent in the Navy and 71
percent in the Army. By offering a college
education the Air Force should be able to
appeal to more young men to make military
service a career. And a better educated Air
Force should mrean a more mature, better
balanced Air Force.

Having authorized the Air Academy, how-
ever, Congress now has a duty, it seems to
us, to look to the future. The Alr Academy
ought to be a step toward further unifica-
tion, not away from it., We have always be-
lieved that the career officers of the Armed
Forces ought to have some common back-
ground of training and experience. Would it
not be possible, as the next step, to establish
one basic training school for all prospective
officers, one which would include general in-
struction as well as indoctrination in the
concepts of the Army, Navy and Air Force?
The separate service academies could then be
regarded as professional schools, to be en-
tered as a student now enters law or nredical
school, after a common background training.

Specialized instruction will continue to be
essential for each service, but it would do a
great deal to advance unity and an overall
view of the Military Establishment if the
specialized courses followed an integrated
basic program for all cadets. This could be
a logical step leading to the end that Presi-
dent Eisenhower once advocated—a corps of
senior officers at the top level who would be,
not representatives of a single service, but
officers of the United States.

RECESS

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I move that the
Senate now stand in recess until 12
o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
5 o’clock and 45 minutes p. m.) the
Senate took a recess until tomorrow,
Wednesday, March 24, 1954, at 12 o'clock
meridian.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate March 23 (legislative day of
March 1), 1954:

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Arthur Larson, of Pennsylvania, to be
Under Secretary of Labor.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuespay, MarcH 23, 1954

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. Richard L. Irvin, special repre-
sentative, Methodist Church, Dallas,
Tex., offered the following prayer:

Infinite God of wisdom, grant us deep
and abiding assurance that in our weak-
ness Thou art our strength; through
darkness Thou art light; surrounded by
despair Thou art courage; faced with
defeat Thou art victory. Our Supreme
Lawgiver, in the light of holy wisdom,
permit us to make sensible decisions.
When there is distress may we be quick
to administer assistance. As the spring
season enters an ever-changing human
drama, so may the newness of God
trickle into human lives, Skyward rise
planes against the wind; likewise may
upward we rise in the face of many bar-
riers. If we are to pilot the ship of state
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then be Thou our navigator. For people
of every clime and coast we pray; hear
us for our native land—the one we love
the most. From every foe guard our
shore; and with divine peace bless our
borders; let liberty be a watchword for
our hills and valleys. Our Nation we
commend to Thee, Be Thou her refuge,
her trust, and her everlasting friend.
We pray in the name of the eternal Lord.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

THE NEW YORK TIMES

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker,
since my advent in the 83d Congress I
have been waiting for the appropriate
time to present my compliments to what
is, in my opinion, the finest newspaper
published in the world today. The New
York Times meets every possible test of
journalism—news coverage, printing
standards, and so forth. This great
paper’s activities were shown to millions
across the country yesterday, March 21,
1954, on a Ford Foundation television
program.

But what this television program could
not present is one outstanding fact: The
New York Times editorial policy has as
its major premise when tackling a prob-
lem: “Is this in the best interests of our
Nation?” Recent months have found
this newspaper taking the editorial lead
against what many believe to be a malig-
nant threat to American democracy and
to the Republic for which it stands. The
daily newspapers as well as many of the
weekly papers in the First Congressional
District are presenting a solid and cour-
ageous front on this grave question.

Today's New York Times lead edi-
torial reiterates the rights and duties
of a responsible press. This is a creed
of freedom. It presents a challenge to
intimidation, to fear, and to blind ig-
norance from all sources.

An enlightened American press, our
greatest bulwark against tyranny from
whatever direction, could do no better
than to follow this creed and accept its
challenge.

CORRECTING CERTAIN INEQUITIES

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, I have in-
troduced three bills to grant certain in-
creases in compensation and pension
payable to disabled veterans. While
there have been many bills introduced
for the purpose of granting increases
to veterans and their widows and chil-
dren, I believe that the groups which
I am endeavoring to help in these bills
have been, for the most part, overlooked.
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There are within this country many
veterans who upon returning from the
wars suffered a disability immediately
thereafter which has not been traceable
to service but which nevertheless ren-
dered the veteran helpless or blind, or so
nearly helpless or blind as to require the
regular attention of another person.
These disabilities are classed as non-
service-connected, because the veteran
has not been able to prove any connec-
tion with his service in the Armed Forces.
These men are helpless and must de-
pend upon someone else to assist them
in every need, including body functions.
They are now in receipt of the small
sum of $129 per month to take care of
everything, including food, clothing, the
services of the attendant, and medical
care, which is always quite a big item.
The last time an increase in pension was
granted for this group the Congress had
to override a Presidential veto. I hope
that this Congress also will see fit to
enact the increase provided in my bill,
which would give these veterans an ad-
ditional 20 percent, adding $25.80 per
month to the checks and bringing the
total monthly check to $154.80. Even
this amount is not enough to defray the
necessary expenses with which these to-
tally disabled veterans are faced, but it
will certainly help.

You may ask why I do not favor in-
creasing the compensation payments for
those veterans who were injured in serv-
ica. Well, I have two bills for that pur-
pose also which I am introducing. The
first of these would grant a flat 20-per-
cent increase to the service-connected
disabled veteran's compensation check,
for those who were disabled to a degree
of 50 percent or more. Those disabled
less than 50 percent, according to my
bill, will get even a bigger percentage of
increase because they were left out in
the last additions that were enacted.
Under my bill, they will first be brought
up to an even percentage of the totally
disabled in amount, then they will be
increased by 20 percent. As the laws
now stand, a veteran suffering from total
disabilities, which he acquired in the
service, and who has no dependents, re-
ceives $172.50 per month. My bill would
bring his check up to $207 per month;
and a man suffering from 40-percent
disability would receive 40 percent of the
total, or $82.80 per month, and so on
down to 10-percent disabled, who would
receive $20.70. Some of these veterans,
of course, get an additional allowance for
dependents. This bill would have the
effect of equalizing the compensation
rates and at the same time grant in-
creases to all veterans. A huge saving
would be accomplished in administrative
expense within the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration because of the simplicity of
handling all on the same basis.

I have still another bill for increasing
a certain group which has been forgot-
ten for a long time. Past Congresses
saw fit to grant special awards, called
statutory awards, for veterans who sus-
tained the particular loss of certain limbs
or organs in combat, as well as for vet-
erans who contracted particularly dis-
abling chronic diseases, such as tubercu-
losis. The bill which I have introduced
would increase all these special statu-
tory awards by 20 percent.
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I have attempted in these three bills to
cover groups which have been more or
less forgotten. I am in favor of in-
creasing other groups, as well, which are
already covered in legislation introduced
by my colleagues. As a member of the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, the vet-
erans can depend upon me to watch out
for them and to do my bit to protect their
interests. All three of these bills which
I have introduced today should be en-
acted. I hope that the committee will
go along with me in reporting out these
bills and that this august body will take
similar favorable action upon them.

IT'S TIME TO ACT NOW ON DAIRY
SUPPORTS

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks and to
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday I drew the attention
of my colleagues to the fact that on
April 1—which is only 9 days away—the
support price on milk and butterfat drops
from 90 to 75 percent of parity. I also
called the attention of my colleagues to
my bill, H. R. 8388, which would extend
90-percent support prices on milk and
butterfat for another 4 months after
April 1. The additional 4 months’ ex-
tension will give Congress an opportu-
nity to propose and enact legislation that
realistically deals with the dairy indus-
try in a general farm bill.

In my remarks yesterday I stated that
it was my hope that the House Commit-
tee on Agriculture would act favorably
on H. R. 8388—or a similar bill if there
were one—and report it before the April
1 deadline date when Secretary of Agri-
culture Benson plans to “lower the boom”
on the Nation’s dairy farmers.

It is not my intention to belabor this
point, but I cannot help in observing that
Secretary Benson's announcement of
lowered dairy supports has already re-
flected itself in slowing up business on
Main Street. I feel certain that this
same thing is true in every community in
the Nation which has extensive dairy
farming around it. There are approxi-
mately 3 million dairy farmers in the
United States—so I am sure that there
are communities other than those in my
district or Wisconsin that are and will be
affected by lowered dairy price supports.

I wish to point out to my colleagues
from the strictly urban districts that as
business declines more and more on the
Main Streets of communities in the dairy
farming areas this will in turn have a
chain reaction on industrial production
and employment of your cities. The
general farm income decline has already
created a considerable amount of unem-
ployment in the farm implement indus=
try and other industries that service and
supply farmers.

Lowering support prices on milk and
butterfat will pinch the dairy farmers’
pocketbook harder and it will not induce
them to buy machinery, household goods,
automobiles, refrigerators, and the nu-
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merous other items needed in the homes
and on the farms. Secretary Benson's
action may well touch off the fuse for a
farm-led and farm-fed depression that
will idle the assembly lines of your city
factories.

The net result is that everyone—farm-
ers, businessmen, industry, labor, and
even the Government—will lose. Farm-
ers without net taxable income and un-
employed workers cannot pay income
taxes—that is why I say the Government
will also lose.

It is imperative, therefore, that Con-
gress take action on this matter before
it gets out of hand.

H. R. 8388

A bill to continue temporarily existing 80
percent of parity price supports for milk
and butterfat.

Be it enacted, ete., That the Congress here-
by expresses the policy that preservation
of dairy farmers' income is of direct im-
portance to the entire economy. FPrice sup-
ports for dairy products have been placed
at 90 percent of parity for each of the past
2 years; such supports have prevented dis-
astrous drops in dairy farm income. Now
in a period of falling consumer demand the
Secretary of Agriculture has indicated his
plan to lower these supports from 90 per-
cent to 75 percent of parity, effective April 1,
1954. Congress has before it many bills
which when enacted would prevent this re-
duction from going into effect; the Agri-
culture Committees of both Houses are
engaged in hearings at this time concerning
future farm price-support legislation, in-
cluding dairy price supports; if compre-
hensive well-rounded attention is given to
this entire matter, the final law cannot be
enacted until after the dairy price-support
cuts go into effect on April 1, 1954. The
Congress therefore finds that the present
level of dairy supports should be extended
until such time as Congress can act upon
long-term legislation.

Sec. 2. Section 201 (c¢) of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
sentence: “Effective April 1, 1954, through
July 31, 1954, the prices of such commodi-
ties shall be supported by the means speci-
fied at a level of 90 percent of the parity
price.”

Mr. MARSHALIL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to compliment my colleague the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr., JounsoN] for
his effort to bring about action on this
particular matter. It would do much to
relieve the uncertainty that is facing the
industry today. I hope that other col-
leagues in the House will also urge action
on the bill H. R. 8388, which is of im-
mense importance to the dairy industry
of this country.

WHEN DO WE UNLOCK THE ANTI-
DEPRESSION ARSENAL?

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
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Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the
number of business failures last week
was 229. This was 6 more than the week
previous. It was 64 more than the same
week a year ago. The number gets larg-
er week by week.

The statistics on business failures may
not strike the administration as a mat-
ter of deep concern, for after all, look
at all the businesses which did not go
broke. Undoubtedly, 229 is only a drop
in the bucket out of the total number of
enterprises in America.

But 229 this week as against 223 last
week as against 204 and 216 in earlier
weeks adds up to a lot of businesses go-
ing under in a month’s time, in a year
of what the administration calls funda-
mental economic strength and great
prosperity. There are 52 weeks in the
year, and if the number of business fail-
ures keeps rising in the curve established
since late last year, we are going to see
the total in a shocking light one of these
days. The trouble is, of course, that
once this thing spreads it causes a chain
reaction and you get, not a curve but a
sudden vertical climb.

Mr, Speaker, when a business goes
broke—a small business—it may not
shake Wall Street to its foundations but
it certainly churns up and shreds the
hopes and dreams and aspirations of the
men and women who put their savings
and their future on the line in going into
that business. It causes a swirl of dis-
tress among all the creditors of that
business—usually other small businesses
and perhaps puts some of them under,
too.

The people who lose their savings and
investments, those who lose their jobs
and those who get caught in the back-
wash of either of those personal calami-
ties as innocent bystanders cannot get
very enthusiastic over reassurances out
of the White House that we are not go-
ing to let a depression get under way in
the United States.

To those individuals, this is depression.

Actually, of course, it is more accu-
rately a recession from the statistical
standpoint. But unless some action is
undertaken soon to reverse this horrible
trend, the wording will be pretty aca-
demic; we shall be in economic trouble,
and we shall all be in it together.

The administration’s arsenal of weap-
ons to fight depression is locked up, and
no one seems to have the key or know
where it is kept. When is the President
going to unlock the arsenal, or has he
nothing in that closet, anyway, but some
old muzzle-loaders?

This is not the way he commanded
armies.

THE ROLE OF THE MINISTER

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, T ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Nebraska?

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday during the debate on
the public works bill for the District, I
made the statement that some ministers
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of the Gospel took off their ecclesiastical
robes and entered the political arena by
making statements criticising Congress
for not either cleaning up the slums or
giving the District home rule. The shoe
apparently fit several ministers in the
Nation’s Capital. They let out a loud
and resounding squawk. Is it possible
that, with home rule, there would be no
slums? I believe every city comparable
to Washington, D. C., has a slum area
and they have home rule. Home rule
for the District of Columbia has for a
long time been a sharp political and con-
troversial problem. It will not be de-
cided in the churches.

Mr. Speaker, when I go to church, I
like to go to get food for my soul. Min-
isters of the Gospel should not use a
spiritual altar as a sounding board to
expound their political views. It is
cheapening, if not downright sacrile-
gious. A church should be a house of
prayer. Certainly giving Washington,
D. C., home rule would not eliminate the
slums or dispel sin.

There are some men of the robe who
find it necessary to throw political rocks

order to get questionable publicity.
Their favorite target seems to be Mem-
bers of Congress.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts? >

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
feel that the remarks made by the gen-
tleman from Nebraska should not go
unanswered by some Member of this
body. Certainly, when the day comes
that priests, ministers, and rabbis must
close their mouths against conditions
that are affecting the souls and bodies
of human beings, a bad state of affairs
will arise. Now, to use the altar or the
ministry or the church for pure political
reasons is one thing, but there is a twi-
light zone. For example, if a priest or
minister or rabbi saw conditions existing
in their communities where liquor was
being sold to children or teen-agers or
other unlawful conditions existing, cer-
tainly it would be within their province,
in fact, their duty, to speak out, because
that involves the morals of their people.
Now, there is a wide twilight zone be-
tween strictly ecclesiastical activities and
political activities, and certainly with-
in that twilight zone where the souls of
people are involved, the exploitation of
human beings, terrible conditions which
affect the spiritual outlook and faith of
our people, the souls committed to the
care of priest, rabbi, and minister, it is
their duty, in performing their mission
on earth, to speak out against such con-
ditions.

ROBERT A. TAFT SANITARY ENGI-
NEERING CENTER
Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of House Concurrent Reso-
lution 214,
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the Sanitary
Engineering Center, Cincinnati, Ohlo, which
is to be dedicated by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare on April 8
and 9, 1954, should be known and designated
as the “Robert A. Taft Sanitary Engineering
Center,” in honor of the late Senator Robert
A. Taft and should be dedicated as a memo-
rial to his distinguished public service. Any
law, rule, regulation, document, or record of
the United States in which such center is
referred to should be held to refer to such
center under and by the name of the “Robert
A. Taft Sanitary Engineering Center.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. McGREGOR]?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHERER. Mr. Speaker, a week
from this coming Thursday, the Fed-
eral Government will dedicate its new
Sanitary Engineering Center at Cincin-
nati, Ohio.

This center is a research laboratory
for the study of pollution of the inter-
state waters of the United States and
the control thereof. It is the only one
of its kind in the world. It was au-
thorized by the Water Pollution Control
Act of 1948 which was sponsored by the
late Senator Robert A. Taft.

This imposing $4 million structure is
within 3 miles of the Taft home in Cin-
cinnati and was built during the last
years of the Senator's life. It seems to
be altogether fitting and proper, there-
fore, that this facility which will be of
great benefit to mankind should bear
the name of Bob Taft as provided by my
resolution, House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 214.

It will stand as a memorial to a man
who served his State and Nation with
tremendous ability and distinction. It
will be a proper and lasting tribute to
a great American.

The resolution was agreed to, and a
?gfl.ion to reconsider was laid on the

able,

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND RE-
MAREKS ON HOUSE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION 214

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have permission to extend their re-
marks on House Concurrent Resolution
214 at that point in the REcorp prior
to the passage of said resolution, and
also that all Members may have 3 legis=-
lative days in which to extend their re-
marks in the REcorp on House Concur-
rent Resolution 214,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. MCcGREGOR]?

There was no objection.

CALL OF THE HOUSE
Mr. CLEVENGER. Mr. Speaker, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.
The SPEAKER. Obviously a quorum
is not present.
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Mr. HALLECEK. Mr. Speaker, I move
a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 38]
Albert Graham Miller, Eans.
Allen, I11. Gubser Morgan
Battle Harrison, Va. Neal
Bennett, Mich. Hays, Ark O'Eonski
Bentley Heller Osmers
Bolling Hillings Patten
Boykin Hinshaw Patterson
Bramblett Holt ell
Brown, Ohio Holtzman Radwan
Buckley Hunter Regan
Celler Javits Roberts
Chelf Jensen Robsion, Ky.
Colmer Jones, Ala. Roosevelt
Davis, Tenn. Kean Smith, Kans,
Dawson, Ill. Kearney Steed
Dingell Kelley, Pa Sutton
Donovan Landrum Taylor
Ellsworth Lucas Velde
Engle Madden Vorys
Evins Martin ‘Weichel
Gavin

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 369
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consenf, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

THIRD DEFICIENCY APPROPRIA-
TION BILL

Mr. CANNON. Mr, Speaker, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, it is the
general understanding that the House
leadership has scheduled for considera-
tion this afternoon the third deficiency
appropriation bill. May I inquire what
changes, if any, have been made in that
arrangement.

Mr. TABER. We are not going to
bring it up today, and I understand that
the first day that would later be avail-
able would be Thursday.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, may Iin-
quire if this bill will be again presented
to the whole Committee on Appropria-
tions with recommendations for report
to the House and, if so, when it will be
brought to the floor.

Mr. TABER. I cannot tell whether or
not it will be presented to the full com-
mittee. It will depend upon what
the subcommittee might find out with
reference to an item that is involved.

Mr. CANNON. At any rate, Mr.
Speaker, when does the gentleman from
New York expect the bill to reach the
floor?

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECEK. Mr. Speaker, a mat-
ter has arisen here that was unforeseen,
and I believe very properly the chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations and
his colleagues feel that the matter
should be gone into before action is had
on the fioor. I might say, parenthetical-
1y, that I tried to keep the program and
the whip notice in line so that we did
hear on the floor what was announced.
‘We also have for consideration this week
a bill out of the Committee on Veterans’
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Affairs having to do with direct loans to
veterans, an extension of a program we
already have. I have spoken to the
minority leader, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. RaAYBURN], suggesting to him
the possibility of moving the considera-
tion of that measure up to today so that
we might dispose of it this afternoon.
Then, of course, we could take up this
matter that we had scheduled for this
afternoon either tomorrow or Thursday,
depending on the wishes of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

Mr. CANNON. May I inquire of the
distinguished gentleman from Indiana,
the majority leader, further? We un-
derstand that this is an emergency bill.

Mr, HALLECK. That is right.

Mr. CANNON. And in order to ex-
pedite it the House by unanimous con-
sent, conferred on the Appropriations
Committee authority to report the bill
during recess of the House. Now, it
still remains an emergency matter, I take
it, and the bill in its present form is priv-
ileged for consideration this afternoon.
Can the gentleman give us any definite
idea as to whether it will be brought up
at any time today, and if not today, when
we may expect it to come before the
House?

Mr. HALLECEK., Well, the gentleman
from New York informs me that he is of
the opinion that Thursday would prob-
ably be the earliest day on which the
matter could be presented. Of course, if
that is the situation, then whether or not
we proceed with the bill from the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs this after-
noon or take it up tomorrow as originally
indicated would not make any difference.

Mr. CANNON. A further inquiry, Mr.
Speaker. Is it the intention then to
again report the bill to the House which
would require, as I understand it, under
the rules, a further 3-day period prior
to consideration?

Mr. TABER. It is not the intention
to again report the bill to the House. If
there is any action taken by the com-
mittee, it would be with reference to a
committee amendment.

Mr. CANNON. It would not be neces-
sary to invoke the 3-day rule?

Mr. TABER. It would not.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, because several
Members of both the Senate and the
House have planned to be out of the city
on Thursday, Friday, and Saturday of
this week on a rather important mission,
I thought it had been agreed upon that
if we should have a rollcall on Thursday
on any matters that it would go over
until next week, Monday.

The SPEAKER. The Chair also has
that impression, but I do not know how
this would interfere with that program.
The gentleman from Missouri makes the
suggestion that his and other commit-
tees are going on very important tours on
Thursday; that if a rollcall was to be
requested on that day, that it would be
postponed.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I think
the matter to which the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. SHoRT] refers is a matter
of great importance to the Members who
are going and to all of us, in that it is
desirable for them to have information
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which they will get on that trip. So, as
far as I am concerned, and I am quite
sure the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
RavBUrRN] would agree with me, if this
matter goes over to Thursday and a rec-
ord vote is necessary, we shall postpone
that vote until Monday. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN], in his usual
fine fashion, indicates that he will go
along with that. I shall certainly under-
take to see that that is done.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I might
say to the distinguished majority leader
that the entire Texas delegation has
been invited to make this trip.

Mr, HALLECEK., Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

Mr,. HALLECE. Mr. Speaker, in view
of the developments, it is my opinion
that we would better proceed with the
bill from the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs tomorrow, and take up on Thurs-
day the bill we had anticipated taking
up today, disposing of it on Thursday,
with the understanding that if a record
vote becomes necessary, that vote will go
over until Monday.

JUDICIAL REVIEW OF DECISIONS OF
THE BOARD OF VETERANS' AP-
PEALS

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEEATING. Mr. Speaker, I am
today introducing a bill to provide for
court review of decisions rendered by the
Board of Veterans’ Appeals. Under leave
to extend my remarks, a copy of the bill
is attached.

Nearly every Member of Congress has
at times been shocked by decisions ren-
dered by the Board of Veterans’ Appeals.
No doubt made in good faith and from
the purest of motives, some of these deci-
sions have visited grave injustices upon
veterans and their families for whose
benefit the Congress has enacted legis-
lation.

With the tremendous workload which
it faces, the Board is bound to make
mistakes from time to time. No one
blames them for that but any mistake
may spell extreme hardship or perhaps
disaster for a particular veteran or some-
one dear to him. The Board of Vet-
erans’ Appeals or the Administrator of
Veterans’ Affairs should not have the last
word. There should be some method of
reviewing such decisions.

A bill to permit judicial review of decisions
of the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs
Be it enacted, ete.,, That notwithstanding

any other provision of law, any person ag-

grieved by any final decision of the Admin-
istrator of Veterans' Affairs (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the “Administrator”) which has
been rendered hj" the Board of Veterans' Ap-
peals, may obtain a review thereof by filing
& petition for review in the Court of Appeals
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for the circuit in which the petitioner re-
sides or in the Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia, within 90 days after
the mailing of notice of the decision to the
aggrieved party. A copy of such petition
shall forthwith be served upon the Admin-
istrator. Within 15 days after the receipt of
service, or within such additional time as
the court may allow, the Administrator shall
certify and file with the court a transcript
of the record upon which the decision com-
plained of was based. Upon the filing of
such transcript the court shall have exclu-
sive jurisdiction to review the decision, and
to affirm, modify, or reverse it in whole or
in part. The findings of the Administrator
as to the facts, if supported by substantial
evidence, shall be conclusive. If any party
shall apply to the court for leave to adduce
additional evidence and shall show to the
satisfaction of the court that such additional
evidence is material and that there were
reasonable grounds for failure to adduce such
evidence in the proceedings before the Ad-
ministrator, the court may order such addi-
tional evidence to be taken before the Ad-
ministrator upon such terms and conditions
as to the court may seem proper. The
Administrator may modify his findings as
to the facts, or make new findings, by reason
of the additional evidence so taken. He shall
file with the court a transcript of the addi-
tional record, with his modified or new find-
ings, which, if supported by substantial evi-
dence, shall be conclusive, and his recom-
mendation for the affirmance, modification,
or reversal of the original decision. The
judgment and decree of the court affirming,
modifying or reversing, in whole or in part,
any decision of the Administrator shall be
final, except that it shall be subject to review
by the Supreme Court of the United States
as provided by Title 28, United States Code,
section 1254.

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the court may determine and
allow such reasonable fees as it may deem
proper for services rendered by an attorney
for any private party to the proceeding.
Any person who charges or receives any com-
pensation for such services except such
compensation as may be allowed by the court,
shall be punished by a fine of not more than
$500 or imprisonment for not more than 1
year, or both.

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND
FOREIGN COMMERCE

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce have until midnight tonight to
file a report on H. R. T125.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. WOLVERTON]?

There was no objection.

OUTSTANDING ITALO-AMERICAN
CONTRIBUTIONS TO AMERICA

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re=-
marks at this point in the REcoRD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. PHILBIN, Mr. Speaker, it was
most pleasing to me to have word re-
cently from Mr. Caesar L. Donnaruma,
publisher of La Gazzetta del Massachu-
setts, that he would mark the 58th an-
niversary of the founding of this out-
standing foreign-language mnewspaper
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this year with a special issue, depicting
the growth and progress of our great
Italo-American segment of the New
England people. This special edition
will be issued next month.

This is a magnificent task in that this
edition will mark the first time that
the history, the traditions, the trials
and tribulations, progress, and achieve-
ments of the honest, loyal, and patriotic
American citizens of Italian descent will
be readily accessible as a valued refer-
ence work for historians in the years to
come. -

This undertaking is a most difficult
one, to be sure, requiring hours of edi-
torial labors, intense research work, and
a considerable financial outlay, but I am
sure that Mr. Donnaruma’s efforts will be
crowned with the success for which La
Gazzetta is so richly deserving in recog-
nition of the splendid literary tradition
it has established in keeping alive down
through the years the language, the tra-
ditions, and the culture of an ancient
people, a race which has contributed
immeasurably and magnificently to
America.

Also celebrating an anniversary this
month is the Italian News, weekly Italo-
American newspaper published in Eng-
lish and edited by my good friend, Frank
Buceci.

He tells me that from its very first
issue, the Italian News has striven
toward one goal—that of promoting the
highest cultural and civic interests of
the Italo-American, Politically inde-
pendent, the News serves no master
other than honor, justice, integrity, and
loyalty to the United States of America.
These are the objectives of the News,
Mr. Bucci states:

By enlarging the fund of knowledge of
Italian afiairs, and by widening the
Italian horizon and viewpoint, the News
endeavors to bring into close harmony
the democratic ways of life of Italy and
America.

The News has always stimulated
Italian solidarity and Italian loyalty,
while affording a medium wherein the
Italian people can give expression to
their charitable, social, and cultural
enterprises and to their national life and
institutions.

The Italian News in its 33 years of
continuous publication has rendered
outstanding service to our great Italo-
American segment of the Massachusetts
population and I am pleased to join
with the many friends of this excellent
weekly publication in extending all good
wishes and congratulations to its staff
and readers on the occasion of the 33d
anniversary edition of this valued news-
paper. I know that the Ifalian News in
the years to come will continue to ad-
vance the noble cause of free speech and
truth in the great editorial tradition
which has marked its pages since found-
ing of this newspaper. I wish for this
spokesman of our Italo-American popu-
lation every success and reward.

We are fortunate in having also in
Massachusetts another great Italian
newspaper, La Notizia, which is printed
daily in Boston. La Notizia was estab-
lished in 1916 and is now one of the
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largest daily newspapers printed in Ital-
ian in this country, with a total circu-
lation of about 30,000. Mr. G. N. Longa-
rini, another good friend of mine, is the
editor, who is carrying on in ‘he great
editorial tradition which has earned La
Notizia a position of great influence in
the Italo-American community of New
England. Its work, as always, has been
for the advancement and good of the
Italo-American people in America.

The role of the foreign-language press
in America has been vitally important
to all our racial groups which make up
the great melting pot of America. At
the outset, these newspapers rendered
wonderful contributions to America in
making known to the new immigrant in
his own language the strange ways of
his adopted country. As time went on,
these newspapers came upon bad times—
dwindling advertising receipts as circu-
lation dropped because the newer gen-
erations were not so familiar with the
language of their fathers. Some found
the road hard, indeed, and they were
forced to suspend publication. Not so
La Gazzetta because in its pages we find
a blending of the old with the new—
articles and news stories written in Ital-
ian and in English so that one comple-
ments the other. The newer generation
can improve its knowledge of the mother
tongue, while those readers of La Gaz-
zetta, more at ease when Italian is used
in the family circle, can become familiar
with the intricacies of the English
language.

Thus, La Gazzetta has adapted itself
to the times. Thus, it continues to fill
its function of informing, of entertain-
ing, of helping the Italo-American peo-
ple in the great editorial tradition which
has marked this newspaper in its 58
years of literary history.

In La Notizia, La Gazzetta, the Italian
News, and the other great Italian news-
papers published in America, there has
been recited the inspiring story of Ital-
ian immigrants who made their way
through our New England cities, towns,
and villages during the early years of
this century. These were the youngest
of our new immigrants, so typical of
those who came to America seeking
refuge, opportunity, and the chance to
grow in a young country.

More often as not they came with
few earthly possessions, but loving rela-
tives and loyal friends who had come
before them provided for their needs
until they had found jobs and become
used to- this new land of opportunity.
Here in America they found work, hap-
piness, and the chance to raise their
families under advantages of which they
never before had dreamed. In less than
a half century, the sons and daughters
of humble Italian stock rose to places
of leadership and great influence in the
professions, in the public service, in the
religious and business life, and in all
the callings of the American people—so
much so that they have made distin-
guished, outstanding contributions to the
social, economic, and political institu-
tions of our country.

In New York City at Columbia Uni-
versity where I received my degree in
law, there stands the stately and beau-
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tiful La Casa Italiana. Over its portal
are the immortal lines of the poet Byron:

Italy, mother of arts, thy hand was once
our guardian and it is still our guide.

Thus, we in America acknowledge the
contributions of our citizens of Italian
origin. They have helped to build our
railroads, our bridges, our roads, and our
cities. y

Italian influence, capital, and energy
have helped to build America to the in-
dustrial giant it is today among the na-
tions of the world. Every schoolboy at
an early age recognizes the Italian con-
tribution to our American civilization
for it was Cristoforo Colombo who dis-
covered America, Giovanni Cabota who
first explored its mainland, and Amer-
igo Vespucci who gave America its name,

That the Italians have taken a con-
spicuous part in maintaining our pre-
cious American freedoms and saving our
cherished form of government no one
can deny. The pages of American his-
tory glisten with the names of patriot-
ism of such men as Filippo Mazzei, the
friend of Thomas Jefferson; William
Paca, signer of the Decleration of In-
dependence, and many others.

It was Mazzei who wrote in the Vir-
ginia Gazette in 1774:

All men are by nature created free and
independent * * * it is necessary that all
men be equal to each other in natural rights,

This has been translated by Thomas
Jefferson into the Declaration of Inde-
pendence in the form of the immortal
“all men are created equal.”

The unexcelled patriotism of these
great heroes of the American Revolution
was reenacted by the Italians of each
succeeding generation whenever our
country was in danger. Italian names
are on the rosters of all our wars and
outstanding military and religious fig-
ures of Italian blood furnished inspiring
leadership, gallantry, and devotion to
every struggle from Bunker Hill, Gettys-
burg, Flanders Fields to Okinawa, the
Bulge, Heartbreak Ridge, Sniper Ridge.
Italian-American patriots have sacri-
ficed their lives in every war to preserve
America. Their precious blood has sat-
urated the soil of many counfries in the
cause of American freedom.

Citizens of Italian origin have been
in the vanguard of every fisht America
has made for liberty and freedom. More
than 200 Italian officers served in the
Civil War. About 750,000 men and
women of Italian extraction served in
the Armed Forces of the United States
during World War I, reportedly the
largest single racial group serving under
our colors. An estimated 845,000 men
and women of Italian-American descent
were in the United States Armed Forces
during World War II.

An Italian-American boy from our
own Commonwealth of Massachusetts
was awarded the Congressional Medal
of Honor, the highest award a grateful
Nation can bestow, for his heroic service
in World War II. Sgt. Arthur F. De-
Franzo, of Saugus, Mass., was killed in
action in France on June 10, 1944, After
rescuing a wounded comrade, although
wounded himself, he gave his life to clear
a blazing path through concentrated
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enemy fire. His heroic action spared the
lives of scores of his comrades.

This is the citation which accom-
panied the posthumous award of the
Congressional Medal of Honor to Ser=-
geant DeFranzo’s bereaved family:

For conspicuous gallantry and intrepldity
at the risk of his life, above and beyond the
call of duty, on June 10, 1944, near Vaudabon,
France. As scouts were advancing across an
open field, the enemy suddenly opened fire
with several machineguns and hit one of the
men, Stafl Sergeant DeFranzo courageously
moved out in the open to the aid of the
wounded scout and was himself wounded
but brought the man to safety. Refusing aid,
Staff Sergeant DeFranzo reentered the open
field and led the advance upon the enemy.
There were always at least two machineguns
bringing unrelenting fire upon him, but Staff
Sergeant DeFranzo kept going forward, firing
into the enemy and 1 by 1 the enemy em-
placements became silent. While advancing
he was again wounded, but continued on
until he was within 100 yards of the enemy
position and even as he fell, he kept firing
his rifle and waving his men forward. When
his company came up behind him, Staffi Ser-
geant DeFranzo, despite his many severe
wounds, suddenly raised himself and once
more moved forward in the lead of his men
until he was again hit by enemy fire. In a
final gesture of indomitable courage, he
threw several grenades at the enemy ma-
chinegun position and completely destroyed
the gun. In this action Staff Sergeant De-
Franzo lost his life, but by bearing the brunt
of the enemy fire in leading the attack, he
prevented a delay in the assault which would
have been of considerable benefit to the foe,
and he made possible his company’'s advance
with a minimum of casualties. The ex-
traordinary heroism and magnificent devo-
tion to duty displayed by Staff SBergeant De-
Franzo was a great inspiration to all about
him, and is in keeping with the highest tra-
ditions of the Armed Forces.

Italian contributions have not been
confined to the military alone, though
all Americans should take pride in the
heroic accomplishments of such gallant
men as Sergeant DeFranzo, especially
when it is a known fact that 20 out of the
500 Congressional Medals of Honor in
World War I1I were awarded to boys of
Italian-American descent.

Our Italo-American citizens have in-
fluenced for the good practically every
phase of American life. They have
brought loyalty to America, loyalty to
freedom and democracy, loyally to
American institutions, tolerance and jus-
tice toward their fellow man.

Here in Washington we are constantly
reminded of the contributions of Italian
Americans in the field of art because the
Italian genius for the beautiful has
found notable expression in the adorn-
ment of our National Capitol Building.
Brumidi, perhaps, is the best known be-
cause he is called the Michelangelo of
the Capitol, where he has left great artis-
tic treasure as the famous Capitol fres-
coes Storia del America, Washington at
Yorktown, L’Apoteosi de Washington,
and Cincinnato all’aratro.

Amateis, another Italian craftsman,
made the bronze doors of our Capitol.
Franzoni designed and executed the
bronze clock in the Capitol with the
statue of Storia on its top. The em-
blematic eagle in the Capitol was sculp=-
tured by Valperti. The statue, Liberty
Proclaiming Peace, is the work of Causici.
The Pere Marquette statue in the United
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States House of Representatives is the
achievement of Trentanove. The listing
of Italian masterpieces in our Capitol
Building could go on and on. They are
seen daily by many hundreds of Amer-
icans from all parts of the country who
visit Washington.

The world owes a great debt to Italy,

. to her people, and to the descendants of

the pioneer Italian immigrants to Amer-
ica. Itis fitting that we recall the glow-
ing tribute to this great race by my
friend, former distinguished president of
Columbia University, Dr. Nicholas Mur-
ray Butler, who once wrote:

The place of Italy in civilization is best
shown by trying to subtract that place from
world history. Take away her scientific ac-
complishments, her statesmanship, her
leadership in the world for many years and
what have you left? The world looks badly
decapitated. You can subtract Italian cul-
ture from civilization only by destroying that
civilization.

My own personal ties with the Italian
people have been virtually lifelong and
exceptionally close. In youth, many
Italo-American boys, neighbors of mine
in Clinton, were my playmates and pals.
In my family circle were native-born
Italians very closely associated with my
father and uncles in their business and,
of course, intimate personal friends. In
college and law school, Italian boys were
my constant associates and dear friends.
In politics—well, I will put it this way—
no people were closer, more helpful, more
loyal, or inspiring than the Italian peo-
ple. I am most indebted to them for
their invaluable, warm, and faithful
friendship which has indeed been one
of the most satisfying features of my
personal and public life.

In my Washington office is a fine, loyal,
and efficient young lady of Italian de-
scent who is a member of my staff. To
top it all off, I have wound up with a
fine Italo-American boy in my own im-
mediate family married to my daughter.

So I can well say that the Italian peo-
ple, their great qualities, their high
ideals, firm loyalties, and close friend-
ships have all been and are a very real
and moving part of my life—priceless
possessions indeed.

SPECTAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois asked and was
given permission to address the House
today for 10 minutes, following the leg-
islative program and any other special
orders heretofore entered.

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that business in order
on Calendar Wednesday this week be
dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. HALLECK]?

There was no objection.

GEORGE WASHINGTON AND
FREEDOM

The SPEAKER. Under previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
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Ilinois [Mr. O’HarAl is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I have just finished reading the Wash-
ington Birthday address of David L.
Shillinglaw, past Illinois Department
commander of the American Legion. It
was delivered on February 22, 1954, in
Chicago before the Advertising Men's
Post of the Legion. Persons who were
present have written me describing Mr.
Shillinglaw’s remarks as a truly great
speech. Reading the speech, I agree
with them. Of all the 1954 addresses on
the occasion of the natal day of the
Father of his Country I think it is the
general appraisal of experts in that field
that Mr. Shillinglaw’s speech was one
of the most outfstanding, most likely to
become a permanent part of the litera-
ture of Americana.

I am especially pleased because of the
fact that Dave Shillinglaw is a con-
stituent of mine. Moreover, he is a
friend of many years of warm personal
association, was department commander
of the Legion at a period when I was
very active as a participant in the worthy
activities of that great organization.
Dave Shillinglaw is a Republican, I
think it is accurate to say a conservative
Republican. Educated as a lawyer, he
left the profession after a number of
years of successful practice to head his
own firm of investment bankers. In
World War I he served with the Army in
France. After the Armistice he was ap-
pointed a member of the American
Army 3oard charged with the responsi-
bility of liquidating all YMCA properties
in Europe.

1 am extending my remarks to include
the full text of an address that merits
the careful and thoughtful reading by
all Americans. The address follows:

GEORGE WASHINGTON AND FREEDOM
(Address by David L. Shillinglaw)

It is a very great pleasure to come and talk
before you today. I owe much to Advertising
Men's Post, for here I had a part in the early
struggles of the Legion. It was a great expe-
rience; it gave me a chance to get acquainted
with a host of real Leglonnaires and real
Americans—true to the principles upon
which the Legion was founded. It i=s well
to read our preamble once in a while and
really think about what those principles
mean.

I also wish to commend my successors for
the good work they have done and are still
doing. I always believed that the purpose
of any organization in a democracy is to de-
velop human personality, that the individual
is the important unit in our democratic sys-
tem. Another thing I want to say is that I
am glad that the Legion is insisting upon the
study of American history. America will
continue great only if men continue to think
in terms of the American tradition, guided
by the thoughis and actions of the great
leaders, one of whom I am to talk about
today. The definition of history I favor is,
“history is a narrative connected with real
persons,”

Let us briefly sketch Washington's life.
He was born 222 years ago in Westmoreland
County, Va., on the banks of the Potomac,
son of Mary and Augustine Washington.
Not far away is Mount Vernon where he lived
and where he is buried. In that neigh-
borhood was developed his patriotism, his
ecourage, his honor, his spirit of justice, hia
faith in his fellow men, his virtue, his rev-
erence for truth. The mode of living in
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the countryside gave him strength and en-
durance. A surveyor at 16, he crossed
the mountains, swam rivers, lived off of the
country. At the same time he studied the
terrain, drew maps, learned about the vege-
tation, forests, the soils, the minerals. Soon
he joined the militia and at 19 was a major.
At 21 the Governor of Virginia sent him on
8 mission into the wilderness. The next
year he was with the militiamen at Fort
Necessity. At 23 he saw service as an aide
to the British General Braddock and in
escaping at that disastrous retreat, 4 bul-
lets were shot through his clothes and 2
horses were shot under him. His military
leadership was recognized and he was then
placed in charge of the frontier forces of
Virginia. When the French and Indian War
was over, Washington was 27 years old, able
and mature. During the next few years at
Mount Vernon he lived an active citizen’s life
as planter, and a member of the Virginia
House of Burgesses. But not for long. That
spirit of liberty born in Englishmen for over
6 centuries aroused the colonists to revo-
Jution and war is on. Washington has been
made a delegate to the First Continental
Congress. After the shots are fired at Con-
cord and Lexington, Washington is made
Commander in Chief of the Armies, and for
a longer period than any other American
in war, Washington carried the burdens of
national leadership.

RETREAT AFTER RETREAT

Let us visualize those 8 years. It was re-
treat after retreat, unanswered requests for
sgupplies, dissatisfied officers, short-time re-
cruits, empty cartridge boxes, empty powder
kegs, and empty stomachs, it was the great
uncertainty before the fall of Fort Washing-
ton, the retreat across New Jersey, it was the
rivers full of ice, it was soldiers without shel-
ter or food, ragged uniforms, broken-down
wagons, it was the frozen and bloody feet at
Valley Forge, it was half rations, it was cattle
and horses without forage, it was the be-
trayals, the jealousies, the suspicions, the
pettiness, it was worthless money, it was the
confusion in planning, divided authority, the
uncertainty of leadership in battle, it was
the disappointments at Brandywine, at Ger-
mantown, and at Morristown, it was the
treason of Benedict Arnold, it was the thirst,
the naked bodies, it was the hot summers
and long, cold winters. How did the army
survive and how did victory prevail? Wash-
ington had carried on with his patience, his
courage, his faith, and his resolution. After
it all there is victory and Washington is
recognized as the deliverer of his country.

On the 19th day of April 1783, 8 years to a
day after the Battles of Lexington and Con-
cord, the making of peace was announced to
the armies. Washington did not disband till
he was sure peace was signed and attained—
the careful Washington—would that others
had learned that peace should be planned
while a war is being won.

DECAY OF VIRTUE

To those of us who saw the rush for making
money by some in the last two wars, there is
the letter Washington wrote in May, just be-
fore Yorktown:

“It is a melancholy thing to see such a
decay of public virtue and the fairest pros-
pects overcast and clouded by a host of in-
famous harpies who to acquire a little pelf,
would involve this great continent in in-
extricable ruin.”

Talk about courage over failure. In all the
years of the war up to Yorktown, Washing-
ton had transmitted to the Continental Con-
gress only three successes: the occupation of
Boston; the capture of the Hessians at Tren-
ton; and, third, the retreat of Clinton from
Morristown. It was his perseverance that
brought us liberty and made us a nation.

But it is in the field of statesmanship that
Washington also excels. No sooner had peace
been signed than Washington remarked to
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Hamilton, “No man can be more deeply im-
pressed with the necessity of a reform in our
confederation than myself * * * for the de-
fects thereof may be ascribed the prolonga-
tion of the war and consequently the ex-
penses. We have a national character to
establish. The probability, at least I fear it
is, that local or State politics will interfere
too much with that liberal and extensive
plan of government which wisdom and fore-
sight freed from the mist of prejudice would
dictate.”
CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION

It was but natural that Washington should
be chosen President of the Constitutional
Convention. There he had a chance to view
the work of the intellectual giants of that
time, serious, and patriotic. What they pro-
duced was the result of an evolution that
had been going on for over 150 years. It was
the result of their experience in the differ-
ent colonies, and their fathers’ and grand-
fathers' experience, which enabled them to
write the Constitution with its checks and
balances, and the immortal Bill of Rights,
the first 10 amendments to the Constitution.
Those amendments provide that there are
certain rights which inhere to the individual
80 sacred, so natural, that nobody, no superior
authority, not those in power, either execu-
tive or legislative, not even a majority of his
fellow citizens may take these rights away
from him. You know them and they are
the things that assure to all of us our liberty
under the Constitution.

FREEDOM OF INDIVIDUAL

We are talking about Washington and
what happened over 160 years ago. But we
only do it to revive and review our own
patriotism. We want our own patriotism
to remain and we want it to grow. We look
at Washington’s spirit and we know that is
what made him a great man. Washington
looked around him at the confusion of his
time, saw what big issue was involved, lis-
tened to his conscience, then rallied around
himself all the like-minded thinkers of his
time. Working together, they made the
greatest advance toward freedom of the indi-
vidual. It began a new period in history
for the development of man. What Wash-
ington and his associates did then affords a
lesson to the present. As soldiers they were
willing to die for a cause. As statesmen
they were able to meet, see each other's point
of view, and then to the best of their ability
try to adjust the rights and privileges of
every class to be considered. And it was on
the basis that all men are created equal.

BIRTH OF A NEW ORDER

The men over whom Washington presided
were brave, intelligent, blessed with rare
genius and common sense. For ages men
had been serving dictators and aristocrats
and now a new socilety was to be born, where
all men would have an equal chance and
would not be thwarted by the sons of the
wealthy and those favored by governmental
power. These men remembered how their
ancestors had been banished by czars, regi-
mented by kaisers, crushed by feudalism,
crowded into stifling ghettos, and crucified
upon the cross of religious persecution.
These men wished to preserve the right to
work, the right to earn, the right to build,
the right to worship in a chapel, a synagogue,
or a cathedral, the right to speak, the right
to read what they pleased, the right to
write without coercion, the right to seek a
living in any way they chose, the right to
criticize government, it shall be a govern-
ment of laws and not of men.

Washington was willing to risk his life be-
cause he hated despotism. Were he living
today he would hate communism, which be-
lieves that men can be best ruled by lying
and deceit, by appeals to hatred, suspicion,
and fear; by the destruction of religious be-
liefs, and by the absence of moral obliga-
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tion. Buch a philosophy is repugnant to
all of Wasl;lngton’s beliefs.

FREEDOM SOMETHING TO USE

What was the motive that prompted Wash-
ington and his associates to carry on an ex-
hausting struggle at great hardship to them-
selves? What has been the motive that has
prompted our ancestors to fight in all their
wars? Why did we send our ships to the
Mediterranean to fight the pirates? Why
did we give fight to France in the naval war
of 17987 Why did Adams say, “Millions for
defense, but not a cent for tribute”? Why
did we go to war in 1812? What gave vent
to our feelings in 18487 Why was Lincoln
able to rally the North to the terrible war
between the States? Why did the people
respond when McKinley intervened in the
Cuban War? Why did we forsake our tra-
ditional isolationism and follow Wilson to
make the world safe for democracy? Why
did the American people give so much in
lives and money to the Second World War?
Were they materialistic wars or was there
within our beings the spirit of the Declara-
tion of Independence, that driving emotion
that makes one's heart swell when he sees
the Statue of Liberty?

It wasn't power, it wasn't selfishness, it
wasn't materialism. No, Americans have al-
ways responded to the same call that the
minutemen heard when fighting at Concord
and Lexington—the call of freedom. Since
that great day they have never failed to see
that the development of personality in man
can only go forward in an atmosphere that
will let him express his thoughts and his
ideals.

Freedom is a thing to wuse, not to save,
Washington and his associates had the gen=
fus of establishing and enjoying liberty
while they were in the midst of the Revolu-
tionary struggle. What about the freedom
they gave? Are we rather careless about it?
Are we defending it?

FREEDOM AND CONFUSION

The other day I picked up one of our news=
papers and there were six articles on either
questions of freedom, acts in restraint of
freedom, or comments by writers on freedom
at the present time. You know what Wash-
ington and Franklin would have said about
the burning of books. Evidently men in
our time have confused the blaze of burn-
ing books with the light from the torch of
liberty.

In their time Washington and his asso=
clates in their search for security did not
act in such a way as to endanger the insti-
tutions they were trying to protect. They
had read the history of ancient states and
how they fell. Like ourselves Rome had sol-
diers all over the world and was prosperous.
When outside dangerous pressures came to
their empire they started to blame each
other. Heads began to fall. Men got to
making accusations against one another,
without any evidence to support these ac-
cusations. Rome became a suspicious state
and fell. Washington knew that.

HOW HE HANDLED RUMOERS

How did Washington act in cases of rumor?
After Arnold’s commission of treason, in-
formers got busy to tear down the character
of other men. Washington was anxious that
suspicions should not be indulged. When he
heard from the Board of War that a noto-
rious informer had alleged that Robert Howe,
one of his able officers, was in British pay
he protested, “It will be the policy of the
enemy to distract us as much as possible by
sowing jealousy, and if we swallow the bait,
no character will be safe, there will be noth-
ing but mutual distrust.”

QOur forefathers knew there could be legis-
lative despotism as well as by an individual
and groups. And so when establishing the
Constitution, at a time when England was
our enemy at the north, Spain at the south,
and France uniriendly, they put in a clause
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that even in the case of treason no man was
to be convicted except by two witnesses to
the overt act. Let’s not permit any person or
any committee to give a rattle of fear and
make us neglect our liberties and the rights
of mren. Let's listen to our true patriots
and not to patrioteers.

Now don't think that T am opposed to our
Government taking strict measures against
traitors. We all hate communism and all it
stands for. Why anyone should forsake our
way of life and embrace communism is be-
yond our comprehension. The FBI is an
important institution in our Government.
Counter espionage is absolutely necessary.
Persons who are dealing with projects where
information is available that might be given
to foreigners or our enemies should be care-
fully screened. That form of action is neces-
sary to protect our country so that we nray
survive. But let's protect our own institu-
tions. You cannot preserve liberty by sup-
pressing it; you cannot suppress communism
by practicing it.

FEAR STIMULATES EVIL

I quote a phrase from Lord Grey, Foreign
Minister of Great Britain at the time Eng-
land entered the First World War, “Fear
stimulates all that is evil and depresses all
that is good.” There is fear in the world
today and especially in the United States.
We have had many dangers before and our
energles were applied at once to get rid of
them. Remember Washington in danger;
like him, we have to exert patience.

There are people in America in high places
who have been exerting pressures which
would lead one to believe that to be Amer-
icans one must conform to their ideas. They
would leave no place for free inguiry. Our
Government was established to do away with
conformity. Conformity has no place in a
democracy. A challenge to ideas is necessary
for progress. A man in America is able to
read leftist papers as well as papers to the
right and then evaluate them in the light of
his experience.

FLIGHT FROM CONFORMITY

Our forefathers had seen enough of con-
formity in the systems they left to come to
America and establish freedom. They wanted
neither religious conformity, political con-
formity, nor economiec conformity. Truth,
yes; progress, yes. Franklin saw some writ-
ings which expressed the freedom idea in
words and he called them commonsense.
When our early settlers came to America
to get away from religious persecution,
whether they were the Puritans from Eng-
land, the Huguenots from France, or the
Catholics under Lord Baltimore, they wanted
a place to live in a region of tolerance where
no man or any group of men would even
claim to have a monopoly on God's ideas.
As for political tolerance, Lincoln expressed
the idea best by saying, “We have a Govern-
ment of the people, by the people, and for
the people.” Washington and Lincoln with
a patience unsurpassed knew that the ideas
of all must be considered if our Republic
should live. As for economic conformity,
every man who works in America today can
make himself heard.

Conformity—think of the evil that has
been done in the history of the world by
those who thought they had the only an-
swer. It has reached its heights in the ac-
tions of Hitler, Mussolini, and Stalin. Wash-
ington knew we would always have our little
Hitlers, our little Mussolinis, our little
Stalins.

NOT AFRAID OF IDEAS

What our forefathers taught us we still
practice. When we witnessed the burning
of books in the 20th century, even one book,
we knew the action belonged to the Middle
Ages, not now. We will not permit any
man in Washington, any governmental com-
mittee to tell us what we shall read or what
we shall say. If that happened, then some
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of them would want to tell us what we should
think. Like Washington and his associates
we are not afraid of ideas and people who
will not conform.

We are for free inquiry, more knowledge,
and new ideas. For example, our foreign
policy should be decided by the people. Are
we to have that foreign policy decided by
passion, prejudice, and ignorance, or by
knowledge, intelligence, and courage? Our
system is based upon faith in our fellow men.
If some minister gets communistic, we can
be pretty sure that his congregation will take
care of the situation. Fear has no place in
American thinking, not if we are following
in the footsteps of Washington. Washington
could agree with Benjamin Franklin when
he said, “They that can give up essential
liberty to obtain a little temporary safety
deserve neither liberty nor safety.”

GOAL OF BRAVE MEN

Our ideas and ideals won't prevail unless
we practice them, and we must be willing to
practice them in an atmosphere of danger
as well as an atmosphere of calm. Freedom
is not something for fuzzy thinking: it is
the goal of brave, courageous, and intelligent
men. The Statue of Liberty wasn't raised
in New York Harbor as a symbol of a soft
people to be monopolized by patrioteers.
Permit that to happen and freedom would
not be real.

Are we going to protect the freedom that
Washington and his patriots gave us? You
probably remember an expression I used in
the first talk I made after I was made State
commander of the American Legion. It was
this: “Speaking about the Communists and
similar groups, it is not the insurrection of
the ignorant and the subversive that we have
to fear so much as the laziness and indif-
ference of the intelligent.” Montesquieu
wrote “the tyranny of a prince in an oli-
garchy is not so dangerous to the public
welfare as the apathy of a citizen in a de-
mocracy.”

Lincoln said, “If destruction be our lot, we
must ourselves be its author and publisher.”
Washington came forth with this phrase:
“When a people shall have become incapable
of governing themselves and fit for a master,
it is of little consequence from what quarter
he comes.”

AN HYSTERIA OF FEAR

A democracy can only live by the volun-
tary efforts of its citizenry. A muscle can
only grow strong by resistances. If it is not
used, it will wither away. Are our children
being taught to give or to get? Our fore-
fathers would have been filled with right-
eous indignation if only one citizen's rights
were abused. If a single man’s rights are
flaunted today, we should all get excited,
Are we so afraid of the ideas of others that
we cannot combat them with our own; are
we only able to meet our enemy with guns
and not with our brains? Do we not have
faith in our own system? We Americans say
we have faith in God, faith in justice, faith
in freedom. Lately some men have acted
like they had faith in none of the three; in
fact, they have acted like they would aban-
don all under an hysteria of fear.

In 1925 Chief Justice Hughes, remarking
about the growth of intolerance, said: “Es-
pecially should we be on guard against varie-
ties of a false Americanism which professes
to maintain American institutions, while de-
throning American ideals. The interests of
liberty are particularly those of individuals
and hence of minorities, and freedom is in
danger of being slain at her own altars if the
passion for uniformity and control of opin-
fons gathers head.”

That was when we had activities of the
patrioteers and superpatriots of the early
twenties, the Palmer raids, the Eu EKlux
Klan, the coercion of liberal schoolteachers.
The Soviet danger wasn't feared then. Now
the Soviet power with its Communist sub-
version at home.s a real menace. Naturally
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we Americans have a real concern as to the
dangers involved. We do have a problem in
trying to prevent espionage and infiltration
by the Soviet Government without curbing
or compromising our civil liberties in the
process. We have to keep our heads in these
times.,
VOICE OF BURKE

During our colonial troubles the voice of
Burke came over the waters saying, “I never
mean to put any colonist, or any human
creature, in a situation not becoming a free-
man.” Patrioteers are always interested in
continual agitation. After every war some-
thing assuring stability is absolutely essential
in order that among so much passion, hys-
teria, and fear, a person may balance his
thoughts, control his conduct, and not be
swayed by untruths or unjust accusations.
Fortunately in every period of our history
the American people have been able to
weigh opinions with truth and reason, that
finally the best will prevail.

A wealthy man told me the other day that
we are In danger of communism. What is
communism doing to us? Are they con-
trolling our thinking or are we controlling
our own? There is no sight so terrible as
seeing a person frozen in the face of danger,
Fear grips the muscles. That person is gen=-
erally weak. Are we frightened of some-
thing? A nation never gained anything
through fear. Great Britain has lived with
the Russian problem for 300 years.

CONTROL OF MEN'S MINDS

Some of you may say that I show too much
concern. I believe God gave us our minds
to be free. I also believe that complete
justice can never be attained by any con-
stitution or any law—it can only come
through the intelligent action of individu-
als. We have seen too much in our time in
the struggle by leaders to control men's
minds, and there have been dangerous symp-
toms in our own country. For 900 years the
freedom that we know has been on the
march. The heavy trail of blood we can all
visualize has cost too much for us not to be
concerned and alarmed. We dare not let
the clock be turned back.

When very young I used to hear men dis-
cuss public questions around the cracker
barrel of an old general merchandise store.
Occasionally a man expressed rather crazy
ideas. They wouldn't recognize his ideas,
nor did they fear him., They had faith in
one another, and they had faith in America.
When their crops failed, they didn't say
America was going communistic; and when
someone had a liberal position to express,
they didn’t call him a Communist. They
listened to him, weighed what he had to say,
and if they didn't like what he had to say
they told him so. They didn’t like dema-
gogic thinking, nor did they like demagogic
acting. Neither did George Washington. He
knew the character of a man determined
his purposes. Washington wanted all men
to be secure in their libertles,

PATIENCE OF WASHINGTON

The Revolution succeeded because he lived.
He was fair, patient, and had a true balance
in the proportion of things that gives a few
like him wisdom. Many trying events must
have tempted him to leave the course of
liberty and freedom. Citizen Genet, of
France, who represented a country where
heads were falling as never before at the nod
of revolutionary leaders, probably violated
our sovereignty more than the representative
sent to our shore by any government. He
had the cooperation of many of our citizens.
Yet in Washington's patience and by his
faith in his fellow Americans there were no
suspicious actions taken. Also, during his
life Washington saw the alien and sedition
laws passed. They were against freedom and
have taught political leaders that freedom
knows no party; and whenever any party in
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America for long tolerates the abuse of free-
dom, such party would fall, never to rise
again.

CHALLENGE TO CITIZENS

As followers of Washington, shall we fail?
We do 40 percent of the work of the world
and have more of the material things in this
life than the people of any other Natlon.
Our system has had something to do with
this. Did you ever hear any American, after
traveling the world, tell you of a better coun-
try in which to live?

Yet something has happened. There is
confusion. Not only have we the foreign
problem but the internal one. America is
no longer invigorated by the speculative ex-
citement of & moving frontier. We have new
frontiers of social, political, and scientific
advancement. The superemotional, the
wishful thinkers, the patrioteers do not rec-
ognize the latter fact.

Now each citizen must take his stand and
determine what he purposes to give to the
state and what he purposes to fight for as
essential to his spiritual and physical well-
being. If every citizen who loves freedom
and also seeks freedom were willing to do his
share of citizenship responsibility, we would
smother subversives, we would roll back all
of our enemies, we would not only increase
our phenomenal material life, but we would
create such an atmosphere for creative ideas
that all past eras of mental and cultural
advances would be insignificant to what we
would bring forth.

Washington retired after his farewell ad-
dress. He believed that holding the office
longer would do harm to himself and to
the Nation. Of what did he think? Did he
think that human nature would not change,
that oftentimes men would apportion the
spoils of office for themselves? Did he think
that another great war would be fought in
great prosperity with the spending of great
sums and many lives, led by men who
thought only of winning the war and not
planning for the peace? He still thought
of freedom and when writing about slavery
he thought that if the meanest man in the
world is deprived of his rights, then every
man is deprived of his rights. That is the
only kind of patriotism by which public-
spirited men and women with a thoroughly
aroused conscience can be guided to worthi-
1y serve the republic.

NATION OF SOVEREIGNS

Years ago a French writer, Laboulaye, put
the following words into the mouth of an
American character, “We are a nation of
sovereigns, and everything that weakens the
individual tends towards demagogy. A Iree
country is a country where each citizen is
master of his conscience, his person and his
goods, If the day ever comes when indi-
vidual rights are swallowed up by those of
the general interest, that day will see the
end of Washington’s handiwork; we will be
a mob and we will have a master.” Great
leaders have said of Washington, “He
changed mans ideas of political greatness.”
“He was the greatest of good men, and the
best of the great men.” “The voice of
praise would be a vain endeavor to exalt a
name unrivaled in the lists of true glory?”
“He demonstrated his love of country by
deeds.” “He was first in war, first in peace,
and first in the hearts of his countrymen.”

I CALCULATE HE IS

When I was a boy on the farm, one cold raw
February day, our neighbor, John Simpson,
came by driving his bobsled. He did the
threshing for all our countryside, and when
driving by always stopped. We boys would
run out to get the neighborhood gossip and
now and then a word of wisdom. As he was
about to drive on I mentioned that it was
Washington’s Birthday. He complimented
me upon my alertness. Then, as he lifted the
reins of his horses to drive on, he turned
toward me and exclaimed, “I calculate he is
our greatest American,” I calculate he is.
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To preserve rational individualism, and
not give way to a philosophy of dependency,
and the promotion of the cult of the incom-
petent, is going to take stamina. We of the
Legion have a pledge in our preamble to
“safeguard and transmit to posterity the
principles of justice, freedom, and democ-
racy.” If human rights are going to be pre-
served today, some of us must be obstinate.
Let's keep the essentials of personal freedom.
For liberty, like the signers of the Declara-
tion of Independence, let us pledge our lives,
our fortunes, and our sacred honor. Wash-
ington and millions of others fought to pre-
serve freedom. Let us have the guts to de-
fend it. ¥

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the REcorp, or to re-
vise and extend remarks was granted to:

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON.

Mr, McGREGOR

Mr, SAYLOR.

Mr. Dobp.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HALLECEK. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 12 o'clock and 54 minutes p. m.)
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, March 24, 1954, at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1381. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation entitled “A bill to amend section 201
(e) of the Career Compensation Act of 1949,
as amended, to provide for advance payments
of certain pay and allowances of members of
the uniformed services, and for other pur-
poses”; to the Committee on Armed Services.

1382. A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
entitled “A bill to amend section 3 of the act
of January 2, 1951, prohibiting the trans-
portation of gambling devices in interstate
and foreign commerce"”; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

REFORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HALE: Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. H. R. 6870. A bill to
amend the act of February 13, 1900 (31 Stat.
28), by approving existing railway installa-
tions and authorizing further railway instal-
lations on the batture in front of the Public
Health Service hospital property in New Or-
leans, La.; with amendment (Rept. No. 1382).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ARENDS: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. H. R.6374. A bill to revise certain laws
relating to warrant officers of the Army, Navy,
Air Force, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard,
and for other purposes; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1383). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. McCONNELL: Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor. H.R. 7601. A bill to provide
for a White House Conference on Education;
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with amendment (Rept. No. 1384). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union.

Mr. SPRINGER: Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce. H. R. T125. A bill
to amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act with respect to residues of pesti-
cide chemicals in or on raw agricultural com- .
modities; with amendment (Rept. No. 1385).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. McCONNELL: Committee on Education
and Labor. H.R.4496. A bill to authorize
and direct the conveyance of certain lands to
the Board of Education of Prines Georges
County, Upper Marlboro, Md., so as to permit
the construction of public educational facil-
ities urgently required as a result of increased
defense and other essential Federal activities
in the District of Columbia and its environs;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1381). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC EILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DOLLIVER:

H. R.8513. A bill to extend rural mail de-
livery service; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. EDMONDSON:

H.R.8514. A bill to provide for the sale
of certain lands in Haskell County, Okla.; to
the Committee on Interlor and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. KEATING:

H. R. 8515. A bill to permit judicial review
of decisions of the Administrator of Veterans'
Affairs; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LONG:

H.R.8516. A bill to increase and make
more uniform certain rates of veterans' dis-
ability compensation; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

H.R.8517. A bill to increase rates of pen-
sion payable to certain veterans; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H. R.8518. A bill to increase the statutory
rates of compensation provided for specific
service-incurred disabilities; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. MAHON:

H.R.8519. A bill making an appropriation
to finance the cost of an investigation of the
feasibility of developing surplus water in the
Missouri River Basin for use in Texas; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. MILLER of Nebraska:

H. R. 8520. A bill to provide for construec-
tion by the Secretary of the Interior of the
Ainsworth, Lavaca Flats, Mirage Flats exten-
sion, and O'Neill irrigation developments as
units of the Missouri River Basin project; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. MULTER:

H.R.8521. A bill to allow States to re-
gquire that out-of-State motor vehicles and
the operators thereof comply with certain
minimum requirements relating to licensing,
inspections, and insurance while within their
borders, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. POFF:

H.R.8522. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937, as amended; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.
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By Mrs. SULLIVAN:

H.R.85623. A bill to offset declining em-
ployment by providing for Federal assist-
ance to States and local governments in proj-
ects of construction, alteration, expansion, or
repair of public facilities and improvements;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HAGEN of California:

H.R.8526. A bill to extend the period
during which veterans may apply for and re-
ceive education and training under the Vet~
erans' Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. TEAGUE:

H. R.8527. A bill to amend the period dur-

ing which veterans may apply for and receive
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education and training under the Veterans’
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1962; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. LAIRD:

H. J. Res, 479. Joint resolution amending
the joint resolution of June 22, 1942, with
respect to the pledge of allegiance to the
flag; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. METCALF:

H. Con. Res. 220. Concurrent resolution
providing that any identifiable group of
American Indians shall be given the op-
portunity to participate in the drafting of any
proposed legislation which concerns them;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

3743

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. FENTON:

H. R. 8524. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Fumiko Hiraishi Witman; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KING of California:

H. R. 8525. A bill for the rellef of Mrs.
Rose Hannah Cox Fransone (nee Garbutt)
and her minor child, Heleene Garbutt; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Communist Propaganda and the
St. Lawrence Seaway

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. FRANCES P. BOLTON

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, March 23, 1954

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Speaker, we finally have the last word
on the St. Lawrence Seaway. Izvestia,
official organ of the Communist Party in
Moscow, is against it. They consider it
a part of an overall plot by Wall Street
to control the Canadian economy.

In the issue of February 9, an extensive
article appeared by one A. Mileikovsky,
entitled, “American Continental Strat-
egy and Canada.” Under the guise of
continental strategy, we are told in this
characteristic outpouring of vitupera-
tion, the American monopolists are
plotting the domination of Canada
through the establishment of air bases,
the exploitation of Canadian strategic
raw materials, and the development of
a continental transport system through
the construction of the St. Lawrence
Seaway. The American monopolists,
and I quote:

Are intensifying the struggle for the raw
material resources of Canada. As was to be
expected, the new onslaught of the American
monopolies on Canada is explained by de-
mands of the notorious continental strategy.

To prove this point, Comrade Milei-
kovsky quotes from President Eisen-
hower’s state of the Union message of
January T:

In speaking of the formation on United
States territory of a modern mobilization
base—

He says—
the President said that the continental
transport system, which also encompasses
the territory of Canada, is part of this base.
We are acquiring in even greater degree—

Said Eisenhower—

certain raw materials from Canada which
are most important to us. Ever more in-
dissoluble bonds of strategic interdepend-
ence are turning up in our relations with
Canada. Now both countries are in need of
a water route on the 8t. Lawrence River both
for security reasons and for economic con-

siderations. I urge Congress rapidly to ap-
prove our participation in this construction.

Mr. Mileikovsky asserts:

As we see, the full colncidence of strategic
considerations with the economic interests of
the American monopolies is emphasized in
the above-mentioned statement.

Further down he reiterates that the
American monopolists “intend to draw
strategic raw materials from Canada on
an increasing scale,” and concedes that—

The waterway on the St. La rence River
is called upon to insure the possibility for
cheap transport from Canada to the United
States of America of iron ore and other
minerals in which the regions surrounding
the basin of this river are especially rich.

This bright Communist geopolitician
then goes on to say that—

American naval vessels could go through
Canadian territory to the ports of the Great
Lakes. It is easy to understand what will
be the consequences of this strategic inter-
dependence for Canada when, in addition to
the American military bases located on the
north and east of the country, vessels of the
United States Navy will exercise defense
functions along its southern border for a
distance of almost 2,000 kilometers.

The Russians, therefore, feel that the
Canadian and American people and their
Governments must be pretty dense not to
see the nefarious character of this mo-
bilization program. Both Governments
and the majority of people on both sides
are in favor of proceeding with the St.
Lawrence Seaway on one basis or an-
other. In fact, the official position of the
Canadian Government and much of
public opinion in Canada favor United
States participation, although the Cana-
dians are prepared to go ahead on their
own if we do not join in the enterprise.
On February 13 the Financial Post of To=
ronto ran one of their usual weekly ques-
tionnaires on the question: “If United
States Congress now approves the St.
Lawrence Seaway should Canada coop-
erate or still go ahead with plans to build
it alone?”

In summarizing the results of this
questionnaire, the Post stated:

Cooperation with United States in the
seaway project if Congress now approves the
plan gets the overwhelming vote from re-
spondanta to this week's questton by the
Post. Generally, the majority view is that
to go it alone now if Congress demonstrates
it really means business would be an unde-
sirable gesture. Against this is the view

that Canada’s own needs demand that we
delay no longer in gettilng the project
under way.

The newspaper asserts that—

This endorsement of a cooperative opera=-
tive operation is not without qualification,
however. BSesveral respondents suspect that
there may be sleepers in the new United
States suggestions for cooperation.

The most representative reply, all of
which are printed in this issue of the
Financial Post, is that of A. L. Davies,
publisher, Wig-Standard, Kingston. He
said:

If the United States Government can
assure the Canadian Government that it
wishes to cooperate in building the seaway
and that it can proceed with the task with-
out further delay, then I believe Canada
should welcome United States cooperation.
If, however, the United States Government
can give no such assurance, I believe Canada
should proceed on her own.

On March 15, the Secretary of State
for External Affairs of the Canadian
Government, Hon. Lester B. Pearson,
stated before the National Press Club
that the Canadian Government prefers
a joint undertaking, «lthough they are
prepared to proceed alone if necessary.
This is what he said:

The policy of the Canadian Government
remains, and is agreed to by all members of
the Government, of course, we would pre=-
fer to have the seaway part of it done inter=-
nationally. This seems to us to be the kind
of thing that should be done by the two
countries working together. However, if
that cannot be done, then we are now pre-
pared to go ahead with the navigation part
on a national basis. We should be very
happy to do it that way if we can’t do it the
other way,

Mr. Speaker, Izvestia is once again us-
ing another obvious technique of Rus-
sian communism to drive a wedge be-
tween friendly free nations—in this case,
between the United States and our good
neighbor to the north whose 4,000-mile
border has not been fortified in more
than a century. If it is in the military
interests of Russia to show distrust be-
tween these two friendly countries and
to bring about a lack of cooperation in
this great enterprise, surely it is in the
interest of this country to proceed with
it forthwith; as we are advised to do by
the National Security Council, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and the Commander in
Chief and President of the United States.




3744
Promises Are Being Kept

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. J. HARRY McGREGOR

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 23, 1954

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, for
the first time in more than 70 years a
complete codification and revision of the
Internal Revenue Code was passed by the
House of Representatives. Savings to
American taxpayers as a result of this
measure, if it also passes the Senate, will
amount to $1,300,000,000. Of this sav-
ings, 8778 million is for individuals and
the remainder, $612 million, is tax relief
for business.

Space does not permit a complete re-
view of the bill. It should be pointed
out, however, that corporation taxes,
originally scheduled by former Con-
gresses to be reduced to 47 percent on
April 1, are to be continued at the rate
of 52 percent for another year, thus
making it possible to reduce many per-
sonal taxes for the average person.
Such matters as permitting additional
deductions for medical expenses; allow-
ing a $600 exemption to a widow or
widower to pay for the care of children
while the wage earner is employed;
granting parents the right to a $600
exemption for an employed child under
18 and students over 18 so long as the
parents provide 50 percent or more for
the support of the child, giving foster
children the same exemptions as blood
related or legally adopted children; ex-
empting the first $1,200 of income of
retired school teachers and public em-
ployees; and a host of other good and
helpful provisions—all designed to cor-
rect inequities and benefit the average
person.

The approval of the section easing
taxes on retirement income credit means
a saving of $125 million to all retired
people, including school teachers, fire-
men, policemen, and civil servants. 'This
allows them to exempt $1,200 of retire-
ment income.

Also of much interest to me was ap-
proval of the section giving aid to farm-
ers to the tune of about $10 million annu-
ally. The bill allows deductions up to
25 percent of farm income ailowed for
soil- and water-conservation expense.
Another important saving will come to
those who are entitled to include depre-
ciation of machinery, including farm
equipment, in their income-tax reports,
This will mean a saving to individuals
of about $75 million.

CREDIT WHERE CREDIT IS DUE

Since the Eisenhower administration
took over, the total tax-cut program has
brought savings to American taxpayers
$7,300,000,000. Of this amount, individ-
uals received an overall tax saving of
$4,700,000,000. The tax savings surpass
any previous total in the history of Con-
gress.

EXCISE TAXES

The excise-tax-reduction bill passed
by the House on March 10 saves tax-
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payers an additional $912 million annu-
ally. Under this bill as approved by the
House the savings to the people in the
Teveral categories are estimated as fol-
OWS:

Former| New | Sav-

Item rate | rate | ings

FPer- | Per- | Mil-

cent | cent | lions
Telephone, telegraph, ete.......| 25-15 10 $360
Transportation of people. —o..-. 15 10 85
Admissions. ... —_ a2 20 10 175
Club dues, initiation fees 20 10 19
urs.. - 20 10 2
ORIy s o LR e e 20 10 100
gy hand bags 20 10 40
Crommpatieg.” s oot 0 10 55
Sporting goods._____ ] 15 10 3

Mechanical pens, p
ligh el i e 15 10 4
Electrie light bulbs.___ 0 10 20
ameras, films, ete________ 20 10 15
Pistols, firearms, ammunition.. 11 10 1
Leases of safety deposit boxes.... 20 10 5
Total savings to tax-
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Yes; the Eisenhower administration is
hewing closely to its pledge to the Amer-
ican people. There is economy in gov-
ernment and there will be more. The
irresponsible “tax and spend, spend and
tax"” days are gone. We are on the road
to solvency again.

Amending the Refugee Act of 1953

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. THOMAS J. DODD

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 23, 1954

Mr. DODD. Mr. Speaker, the Senate
Judiciary Committee is considering H. R.
8193, which the House of Representatives
adopted unanimously on March 15.
This bill amends the Refugee Relief Act
of 1953 by making available unused
quotas allotted for Italian, Greek, and
Dutch refugees to those who qualify as
relatives under the act. For the security
of the free world and for the good of the
United States, it is my devout hope that
the Senate will take prompt action to-
ward enacting this legislation.

Here, within the framework of exist-
ing legislation, without adding a single
new immigrant to the number approved
in 1953, we can relieve distress in three
countries which American policy regards
as our outposts against the Communist
peril.

It is noteworthy that Greece was the
first European nation against which the
Communists turned their armed might
after World War II—and it was here
that the United States first demonstrated
its intent to halt Communist expansion.
Greek heroism, supported by American
arms, defeated communism—but the
fight goes on, and this valiant friend
must be aided.

The Dutch likewise stand bravely with
us. It is to our common interest to use
this effective means of helping the ad-
mission of those who qualify as relatives
under the terms of the 1953 act.

March 23

Thoughtful Americans know the grave
situation that confronts the free world
in Italy. Red tyranny has marked these
people, who contributed so much to the
glory of the West and to all civilization,
as the next victims of communism.

I feel that the Italians will defeat
the Communists—but I feel the victory
will be won only if America continues to
support the cause of free men. The bill
which we sent to the Senate last week
is an admirable device to help Italians,
to remind them of our friendship for
them, and still maintains the total quotas
established under the 1953 legislation.

I call to the attention of the House
an unusual series of articles which ap-
yeared in the New York Times, March
15-19, by C. L. Sulzberger. The articles
sharply summarized the situation in
Italy. The opening sentences of the first
of these articles state the central facts:

Communism’s most direct assault on the
free world west of the Iron Curtain is being
made in Italy.

Italian inexperience with democracy, eco-
nomic imbalance, and individual regional
traditions are being exploited by a brilliantly
organized Communist Party to threaten the
existence of parliamentary institutions.

Nevertheless, it appears highly unlikely
that communism, despite many favorable
circumstances, including a disrupted oppo-
sition, will be able to gain control of Italy,
at least as long as the United States adheres
to its policy of shoring up the free lands
of Europe.

I want fo underline that conclusion:
Communism will not gain control as long
as we continue our policy of supporting
Italy.

The bill before the Senate is as effec-
tive a means as I know to support, to
shore up our friends in Europe. I hope
that it will become law with all possible
speed.

The People’s Turn

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JOHN P. SAYLOR

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 23, 1954

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, last year
Congress was asked to extend the Trade
Agreements Act for 1 year in order that
the Nation's entire foreign trade policy
might be studied and appraised. That
extension was granted despite the fact
that thousands of Americans had lost
their jobs as a result of the great influx
of cheap foreign products.

It has been a dismal year for those
thousands and for the many more who
have been added to the lists of the un-
employed in the intervening months.
Yet they carried on in the typical Ameri-
can spirit, with a courage born of hard-
ship itself, and through the grace of
God. Some, however, were forced to
accept various types of Government and
State relief, the charity of their relatives
and neighbors. But each day, each
week, each month those people have
looked forward to the time when they
would once again be given their freedom
to work—a freedom that cannot be
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theirs until the rising flow of imported
goods is checked.

The principal difficulty has been the
growth of a philosophy, instituted some
two decades ago, which endangers the
entire economic structure of this coun-
try. That policy had become so firmly
implanted that it cannot be easily over-
come in a short space of time. The
planned deterioration of American in-
dustry and American wage standards
began when carefully-placed individuals
in important positions in the State De-
partment succeeded in making those
offices a veritable infiltration plant for
Soviet intrigue. At the same time a
horde of State Department dandies—
looking like adult Lord Fauntleroys
bound for an international cotillion—
would hopscotch from one conference to
another searching for representatives of
other countries ready and willing to ac-
cept handouts, either in cash or in the
form of trade concessions. The years of
this destructive influence cannot quickly
be redeemed, but it is obligatory upon
Members of Congress to make no more
concessions in the interest of the inter-
national movement so long as the liveli-
hood of American families is in jeopardy.
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The administration’s new recommen-
dations on foreign trade policy give our
people an opportunity to learn what we
in Congress have long realized: if Ameri-
can industry and labor are to be pro-
tected from unbridled trade practices
which are destroying precious segments
of the economy that protection must
come from the elected representatives
of the people. Government bureaus re-
sponsible for tariffs and quotas are on
record against any protection whatso-
ever for the coal industry.

The President appointed a commission
to make a fair study of the entire foreign
trade policy, and he anticipated that the
American people would receive at least
the same consideration given other peo-
ples of the world. That commission,
however, happened to be loaded with
officials and investors in companies up to
their corporate ears in foreign financial
entanglements, so the interests of the
American workingmen were destined
from the start to be disregarded lest
profits from alien holdings be endan-
gered. These members of the commis-
sion arrived at their own conclusions
long before the investigation began, and
they refused to give a hearing to repre-
sentatives of coal and other industries
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severely damaged by the impact of ex-
cessive imports.

Mr. Speaker, it is the people’s turn this
year. In 1953, the wailings of interna-
tional cartels and foreign diplomats were
once again given precedence in our trade
program. Now our people must be given
an opportunity to rebuild their own econ-
omy, and that opportunity cannot be
realized unless we provide adequate safe-
guards against commodities produced
in lands where wages are only a small
proportion of those established in the
United States.

This creation by the freetraders has
caused and is continuing to cause a hard-
ship on employment and capital in my
district and the Nation. It has silenced
the production lines in our coal mines,
our glass plants, and other enterprises.
It has stilled the wheels of great fleets
of rolling stocks that would otherwise be
utilized to carry the output of our labors
to market. It has impounded related
business activity in many industries of
our great Nation.

The product of freetraders thrives on
cheap foreign goods unloaded on our
docks. Let us not delay in driving it
from our land for the sake of the welfare
of our own people.

SENATE

WEDNESDAY, MARcH 24, 1954

(Legislative day of Monday, March 1,
1954)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

God our Father, we would make our
hearts, cleansed by Thy forgiving grace,
a temple of Thy presence knowing that
only to the pure dost Thou grant the
vision of Thy face. We come asking not
that Thou would give heed to the falter-
ing petitions our lips frame, for we may
ask amiss, but that Thou wilt bend Thine
ear to the crying of our deep need.
Grant us the grace of hospitality to the
highest. We bring to the altar of prayer
our inmost selves, cluttered and con-
fused, where good and evil, the petty
and the great are so entwined. May the
eternal immensities shame our little
thoughts and ways. May the vision of
what we might be convict us of what we
are. In this great day of world crisis
and destiny may we not miss the things
belonging to our peace and to the peace
of the world. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. SALTONSTALL and
by unanimous consent, the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues-
day, March 23, 1954, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had

agreed to a concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 214) expressing the sense of
Congress that the Sanitary Engineering
Center, Cincinnati, Ohio, should be
known as the “Robert A. Taft Sanitary
Engineering Center,” in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

On request of Mr. SALTONSTALL, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. KNOWLAND
was excused from attendance on the ses-
sion of the Senate today, because of ill-
ness in his family.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:;

Alken Gillette Mansfield
Anderson Goldwater Martin
Barrett Gore McCarran
Beall Green McCarthy
Bennett Griswold McClellan
Bricker Hayden Millikin
Burke Hendrickson Monroney
Bush Hennings Mundt
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper Neely
Butler, Nebr., Hill Pastore
Byrd Hoey Payne
Capehart Holland Potter
Carlson Humphrey Purtell
Case Hunt Robertson
Chavez Ives Russell
Clements Jackson Saltonstall
Cooper Jenner Schoeppel
Cordon Johnson, Colo. Smathers
Daniel Johnson, Tex. Smith, Maine
Dirksen Kefauver Smith, N. J.
Douglas Kennedy Stennis
Dworshak Kerr Symington
Eastland Kilgore Thye
Ellender Euchel Upton

Fer) Langer Watkins
Flanders Lehman Welker
Frear Long Wiley
Fulbright Magnuson Williams
George Malone Young

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Brinces], the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. DuFrl, and the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. Morse] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from California [Mr.
Knowranp] is absent by leave of the
Senate.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the
Senators from South Carolina [Mr.
JornsToN and Mr. MAayBaNK], the Sen=-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. LENNON],
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR-
raY], and the Senator from Alabama
[Mr, SPARKMAN] are absent on official
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HENDRICKSON in the chair). A quorum is
present.

ORDER FOR TRANSACYION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there may
now be the customary morning hour for
the transaction of routine business,
under the usual 2-minute limitation on
speeches.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REPORT ON NATIONAL INDUSTRIAL RESERVE

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
Defense, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
sixth annual report on the National Indus-
trial Reserve, dated April 1, 1954 (witk an
accompanying -eport); to the Committee on
Armed Services.

REPORT OF UNITED STATES ADVISORT COMMIS=
SION ON EDUCATIONAL EXCHANGE

A letter from the Chairman, United States
Advisory Commission on Educational Ex-
change, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
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